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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  c^mittee  reported  agricultural  appropriation  bil^ 
roittee  reported  poultry  inspection  bill.  House  committee  voted  to  re 
credit  revolvingyrund  bill. 


House  com¬ 
fort  emergency 


HOUSE 


appropriations.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  H.  R.  16913,  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Department  appropriation  bill,  1969  (H.  Rept.  1335)  ( p‘o~‘S9 114) . 
Attached  to  this  Digest  is  a  copy  of  the  committee  report,  which  includes  a 
summary  table  reflecting  committee  action  on  the  bill.  At  the  request  of 
Rep.  Whitten  unanimous  consent  was  granted  "to  call  this  bill  up  for  consi¬ 
deration  tomorrow  or  some  day  thereafter"  4-pV“H 30^75)  . 
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POULTRY  INSPECTION.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment^ 

1^363,  the  Poultry  Products  Inspection  Act  amendments  (H.  Kept.  133!L 

imi4 

LANDSX  Concurred  in  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  11527,  to  release y^onditions 
in  a  deed  conveying  certain  lands  to  the  University  of  Maine  ijp.  H3078). 
This  birl  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  The  committee  report  states 
that  the  bill  would  "(1)  Authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agricul^re  to  release 
a  conditioi\in  a  conveyance  to  the  University  of  Maine  rec^iring  the  lands 
conveyed  to  ^  used  for  public  purposes.  Such  release  w^ld  be  conditioned 
upon  (A)  the  university's  agreement  that  all  proceeds  :^om  the  sale,  lease, 
or  other  dispos^ion  of  the  lands  be  used  to  acquire  Lands  to  be  held  per¬ 
manently  for  univWsity  purposes,  and  (B)  the  proceeds  being  kept  in  a  se¬ 
parate  fund  and  su^ect  to  inspection  by  the  Secretary.  (2)  Require  the 
Secretary  of  the  lnt0^rior  upon  application  to  coni/ey  the  mineral  interests 
of  the  United  States  cto  the  surface  owners  at  aytair  market  value  (or  $1 
per  application  if  of  only  nominal  value)."  /  j> 

The  Interior  and  Insurer  Affairs  Committe^reported  with  amendment  H.  R. 
9098,  to  revise  the  bounda^es  of  the  Badla^us  National  Monument,  S.  Dak. 
(Ho  Rept.  1328).  p.  H3113 


4.  FARM  CREDIT.  The  Agriculture  CoXmitteey^eported  without  amendment  H.  R. 

16674,  to  amend  the  Federal  Farm^oan/Act  and  the  Farm  Credit  Act  to  im¬ 
prove  the  capitalization  of  FederaV^ntermediate  credit  banks  and  production 
credit  associations  (H.  Rept.  1334)^>v  p.  H3114 

5.  METRIC  SYSTEM.  The  Rules  Committee  repcJtted  a  resolution  for  the  considera¬ 

tion  of  H.  R.  3136,  to  authory^  a  studyNto  determine  the  advantages  and 
disadvantages  of  increased  u^  of  the  met^c  system  in  the  U.S.  p.  H3114 

6.  HOLIDAYS.  The  Rules  Commi^ee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideration 

of  H.  R.  15951,  to  proviofe  for  uniform  annual  ^servances  of  certain  legal 
public  holidays  on  Moneys.  p.  H3114 

7.  EDUCAIION.  The  Rules/Commi ttee  reported  a  resolutio\  for  the  consideration 
of  H.  R.  16729,  to/extend  for  2  years  certain  prograimB  providing  assistance 

;titutions  of  higher  education.  p.  h\i14 


to  students  at  ii 


8.  MONETARY  SYSTEl^  Both  Houses  received  from  the  President  X.  message  on  the 
Internationa^^Monetary  Fund  Agreement  in  which  he  recommended  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  "approve  changes  in  the ..  .Agreement  to  create  a  new  forci  of  interna¬ 
tional  r^rve--the  Special  Drawing  Right  (H.  Doc.  300);  to  H^anking  and 
Currency^ind  S.  Foreign  Relations  Committees.  pp.  H3078-80,  S4^9-31 
Recaaved  from  the  National  Advisory  Council  on  International  MeP^bary 
and  F^ancial  Policies,  a  "special  report  on  the  proposed  amendmency^of  the 
articles  of  agreement  of  the  Internatiotial  Monetary  Fund  establ ishinW  a 
fa^lity  based  on  the  special  drawing  rights  in  the  Fund  and  rnodif icau^ons 
±v(  the  ruTes  and  practices  of  the  Fund"  (H„  Doc.  301).  p,  H3113 


90th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  EEPKESENTATIVES  (  Keport 
2d  Session  j  |  No.  1335 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  RELATED 
AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1969 


April  30,  1968. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  16913] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  submits  the  following  report  in 
explanation  of  the  accompanying  bill  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
1969.  The  bill  covers  estimates  contained  in  the  1969  budget,  pages 
107-216,  939-944,  1111,  and  1123-1124. 

The  bill  provides  for  the  general  operations  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  Farm  Credit  Administration.  Title  I  includes 
the  regular  continuing  programs  of  the  Department,  such  as  re¬ 
search;  disease  and  pest  control;  inspection  of  meat,  poultry,  and 
other  foods;  special  mUk,  school  lunch,  and  food  stamp  programs; 
overseas  agricultural  services;  regulation  of  commodity  markets; 
policing  of  packers  and  stockyards;  State  Experiment  Stations  and 
Extension  Services;  assistance  to  farm  cooperatives;  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation;  crop  reports;  marketing  services;  enforcement  of  the  new 
program  for  licensing  and  control  of  laboratory  animals;  and  various 
service  and  staff  offices.  Title  II  includes  the  credit  programs  for  rural 
electrification  and  rural  telephones,  and  the  various  loan  programs  of 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration.  Title  III  includes  Federal  Crop 
Insurance,  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  and  foreign  assistance 
programs.  Title  IV  includes  the  Farm  Credit  Administration. 

This  bill  provides  new  obligational  (budget)  authority  of  $5,523,- 
635,500,  a  reduction  of  $1,400,344,300  from  the  $6,923,979,800 
requested  by  the  executive  branch.  This  is  a  20  percent  decrease  in 
the  1969  budget  and  a  24  percent  reduction  below  funds  provided  for 
1968. 

Man’s  standard  of  living  through  the  ages  has  been  measured 
largely  by  how  much  tune  he  had  left  after  providing  for  the  essentials — 
food,  clothing,  and  shelter.  Judged  by  this  yardstick,  the  United 
States  has  had  marvelous  success.  Only  6  percent  of  our  population 
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are  now  on  the  farm,  leaving  94  percent  for  other  occupations.  Those 
on  the  farm  have  done  the  job  for  the  Nation,  while  receiving  an 
average  of  only  5  percent  of  the  consumer’s  disposable  income.  The 
consumer  spends  less  than  18  percent  of  his  income  for  food,  and  the 
6  percent  of  our  people  on  the  farm  not  only  furnish  the  raw  materials 
for  industry  and  labor  but  constitute  the  biggest  market  for  industrial 
output,  thereby  constituting  a  major  key  to  a  prosperous  national 
economy. 

Though  the  programs  funded  in  this  bUl  include  those  for  food 
stamps,  school  lunches,  meat  and  poultry  inspection,  research,  pro¬ 
tection  of  the  soil  for  present  and  future  generations,  loans  for  rural 
electrification  and  telephones,  and  reimbursement  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  farm  price  supports,  the  total  amount  for  all 
these  programs  carried  in  this  bill  represents  less  than  4  percent  of 
the  total  national  budget. 

In  this  bill,  the  committee  has  provided  for  the  continuation  of  the 
present  level  of  attention  to  the  conservation  programs  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  At  the  same  time,  it  has  made  sizable  reductions  in  Public 
Law  480  appropriations  and  certain  other  funds  to  more  than  offset 
this  action. 

Except  for  increases  required  to  meet  the  additional  meat  and 
poultry  inspection  responsibilities  and  the  large  and  expanding  food 
stamp  program,  the  other  programs  and  functions  of  the  Department 
have  been  held  generally  to  the  1968  operating  level. 

A  summary  of  the  1969  estimates  and  amounts  recommended  in  the 
bill  for  the  coming  year  follows: 


Item  1969  budget  Recommended  Comparison 

in  bill 


Title  I— General  activities .  $1, 740, 878, 800  $1, 847, 957, 000  *+$107, 078, 200 

Title  II— Credit  agencies . . . .  954,919,000  527,546,000  -  427,373,000 

Title  III— Corporations .  4,228,182,000  3,148,132,500  -1,080,049,500 

Title  IV— Related  agencies .  (3,436,000)  (3,436,000) . . . . 


Grand  total. . . .  6,923,979,800  5,523,635,500  -1,400,344,300 


•This  figure  brings  forward  the  program  announcement  for  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program  (ACP)  for  next  year. 

I  n  former  years  this  was  charged  to  totals  for  the  year  following  the  announcement  when  funds  were  actually  expended. 
In  addition,  it  includes  the  restoration  of  approximately  $33  million  for  the  watershed  programs  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service.  Except  for  these  changes,  a  minus  figure  of  approximately  $46  million  for  the  regular  activities  of  the  Department 
would  be  reflected. 

AN  ECONOMY  MEASURE 

Despite  the  large  reductions  recommended  for  next  year,  the  bill 
provides  as  fully  as  possible  for  the  production  of  ample  food  for  our 
consumers;  the  protection  of  public  health  against  insects,  diseases,  and 
contaminated  foods;  the  preservation  of  our  natural  resources  for 
present  and  future  generations;  and  the  improvement  of  our  foreign 
exchange  position  in  world  trade. 

The  amounts  provided  represent  the  best  possible  balance  between  the 
necessity  to  curtail  expenditures  wherever  possible  to  help  finance  our 
wartime  commitments,  and  the  need  to  continue  those  Federal  programs 
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which  preserve  a  sound  agricultural  economy  so  rilal  to  the  overall 
economy. 

Agriculture  is  still  the  key  to  our  prosperity  in  this  country. — Agricul¬ 
ture  is  the  jtrincipal  source  of  new  wealth,  is  our  largest  indtistry,  and 
is  the  major  market  for  the  products  of  labor  and  industry.  It  is  our 
chief  bulwark  against  hunger  and  starvation  throughout  the  world, 
and  is  the  chief  earner  of  dollar  exchange,  with  the  production  of  1 
out  of  each  4  acres  sold  abroad.  Today,  however,  only  47  of  the  4.35 
districts  rejiresented  in  Congress  have  a  rural  constituency  of  20  per¬ 
cent  or  more.  Only  6  percent  of  our  peojde  provide  the  highest  standard 
of  living  ever  known  for  the  94  percent  of  our  nonfarm  people.  Only 
5  cents  out  of  the  consumer’s  disposable  dollar  goes  to  the  farmer  for 
the  bountiful  supplies  of  high  quality  and  inexpensive  food  available 
to  American  consumers. 

Agriculture  is  one  of  the  principal  protectors  of  our  health. — Foods 
available  to  the  American  consumers  are  the  most  wholesome  and 
healthful  in  the  world.  The  development  of  various  chemical  com¬ 
pounds  by  agricidtural  scientists  has  made  a  major  contribution  to 
human  health.  The  development  of  commercial  methods  of  making 
penicillin  and  the  discovery  of  dextran,  a  blood  plasma  substitute, 
and  other  significant  medical  advances  have  benefited  millions  of 
l)eople  all  over  the  world.  Research  in  the  field  of  human  nutrition 
has  increased  our  knowledge  of  diets,  fat  metabolism  and  cholesterol 
in  the  blood.  Entomologists  have  found  new  approaches  to  the  control 
of  some  10,000  destructive  insect  pests  and  some  50,000  diseases 
which  threaten  our  food  supply  and  our  health.  Inspection  and 
(piarantine  activities  helj)  to  prevent  the  introduction  of  foreign 
pests  and  diseases  into  this  country.  The  special  milk,  school  lunch, 
food  stamp,  and  other  food  distribution  ])rograms  play  a  significant 
role  in  the  health  and  welfare  of  the  Nation’s  consumers  of  all  ages. 
Insi)ection  of  meat,  ])oultry,  and  other  agricndtural  products  assures 
wholesome  and  disease-free  food  to  the  Nation’s  consumers. 

Agriculture  is  the  caretaker  of  our  f  uture. — Our  farmers  and  ranchers 
are  the  principal  managers  of  the  Nation’s  soil  and  water  resources 
and  the  financial  support  for  their  stewardship  will  determine  the 
extent  to  which  we  leave  a  fertUe  land  and  plentiful  natural  resources 
to  future  generations.  The  disappearance  of  every  great  civilization 
in  recorded  history  has  been  due  to  man’s  failure  to  preserve  and 
protect  the  natural  resources  which  provided  him  with  his  basic 
necessities  of  life.  During  our  short  history  in  the  United  States,  we 
have  used  up  and  destroyed  some  80  percent  of  the  timber  and  40 
percent  of  tbe  fertile  soil  originally  available  on  this  continent.  While 
progress  has  been  made  in  soil  and  water  conservation  in  the  United 
States  in  the  last  25  years,  the  major  part  of  the  job  lies  ahead.  Only 
about  one-third  of  our  land  is  properly  protected  from  soil  erosion, 
and  nearly  one-fourth  of  the  people  in  this  country  face  problems  of 
water  shortages. 

COMMITTEE  KECOMMENDATIONS 

During  the  consideration  of  retrenchment  legislation  last  year,  a 
great  deal  of  consideration  was  given  to  the  best  means  of  effecting 
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Government  economies.  On  October  18,  1967,  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  adopted  a  plan  which  would  have  held  expenditures,  with 
sorne  exceptions,  to  the  1967  level.  This  action  was  based  on  the 
feeling  of  most  Members  that  it  was  better  to  hold  operations  to  a 
level  previously  determined  by  Congress  than  to  apply  a  percentage 
cut  to  the  budget  or  adopt  an  overall  expenditure  ceiling,  either  of 
which  methods  leaves  the  final  decisions  on  funding  levels  for  specific 
projects  and  programs  to  the  executive  branch. 

In  arriving  at  the  amounts  recommended  in  the  bill  for  fiscal  year 
1969,  the  committee  has  used  the  same  approach  and  the  same  reason¬ 
ing.  For  most  items  in  the  bill,  the  committee  has  recommended 
for  next  year  the  1967  or  actual  1968  operating  level  after  reductions 
pursuant  to  H.J.  Res.  888.  In  several  instances,  which  are  explained 
fully  in  this  report,  the  level  provided  by  Congress  for  1968  has  been 
approved  for  1969. 

The  bill  includes  only  three  increases  above  the  1968  ap]>roj)riations  ^ 
level  where  special  circumstances  make  the  ])rovision  of  such  additional  * 
funds  essential.  These  include  an  increase  of  $26,880,500  for  additional 
meat  and  poultry  inspection  work,  one-half  of  which  is  jdaced  in  a 
reserve.  Reorganization  of  the  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service  to 
put  these  activities  on  a  coordinated  and  efficient  operating  basis 
should  result  in  substantial  savings.  An  additional  $40  million  is 
jirovided  for  the  food  stamp  program,  of  which  $25  million  is  placed 
in  reserve  to  be  released  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  the  extent 
necessary  after  various  corrections  in  the  handling  of  the  program 
are  made.  An  increase  of  $500,000  has  been  provided  to  enable  the 
Department’s  library  to  move  to  its  new  quarters  at  BeltsvUle  which 
have  been  under  construction  since  1966  and  will  be  ready  for  occu¬ 
pancy  in  October  1968. 

The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  loan  funds  requested  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  for  FHA  operating  loans  will  likely  prove 
wholly  inadequate  for  a  full  year.  The  Committee  has  provided  only 
the  budgeted  figure  since,  based  on  1968  experience,  additional 
allowances  probably  would  be  frozen.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is 
urged,  however,  to  review  the  loan  needs  for  this  program  for  both 
1968  and  1969  and  advise  the  Congress  of  its  findings.  A 

The  amounts  approved  for  next  year  represent  rather  severe 
retrenchment  in  some  instances,  since  personnel  and  other  reductions 
will  be  required  to  meet  the  annualization  of  pay  costs  and  other 
increases  in  operating  costs  in  fiscal  year  1969.  The  committee  feels, 
however,  that  such  action  is  warranted  as  Agriculture’s  contribution 
to  the  Government-wide  reductions  which  wiU  be  necessary  to  reduce 
the  large  projected  budget  deficit  for  fiscal  year  1969.  The  committee 
believes  that  specific  action  taken  now  to  indicate  congressional  intent 
on  funds  for  next  year’s  operations  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
is  preferable  to  formula  cuts,  expenditure  limitations,  or  total  elim¬ 
ination  of  some  programs  in  favor  of  others,  which  might  be  made 
later.  The  uncertainty,  confusion,  and  inability  to  make  advance 
plans  which  result  from  Government- wide  retrenchment  legislation 
enacted  subsequent  to  the  appropriation  bills — last  year  it  was  over 
5  months  after  the  fiscal  year  had  begun — is  very  costly  both  in  terms 
of  unnecessary  expenditures  and  reductions  in  ])rogram  performance. 
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EFFECT  ON  EXPENDITURES 

In  reco^ition  of  the  necessity  of  curtailing  Federal  expenditures 
and  reducing  the  projected  budget  deficit  for  fiscal  year  1969,  the 
committee  has  included  language  in  the  bill  (sec.  509  of  general  pro¬ 
visions)  which  is  intended  to  hold  expenditures  in  fiscal  year  1969  to 
the  authorized  1968  expenditure  levd  plus  (1)  mandatory  increases 
such  as  annualization  of  pay  costs,  postage  increases,  increases  for 
retirement  and  employee  compensation  costs,  and  (2)  program  in¬ 
creases  included  in  the  bill  for  next  year  for  meat  and  poultry  inspec¬ 
tion  and  the  food  stamp  program.  The  amounts  involved  are: 

1968  expenditures  as  reflected  in  1969  budget  (excluding  Forest 
Service  and  including  trust  funds,  lending  authority,  and 


permanent  appropriations) _ $6,  447,  025,  000 


Mandatory  increases: 

Annualization  in  1969  of  pay  cost  increase  effective  in 

October,  1967 _  -|-9,  670,  701 

Retirement  and  employees  compensation  fund  costs  for  ex¬ 
tension  agents _  +515,000 

Penalty  mail  costs  for  extension  work _  +201,  000 

Payment  to  Bureau  of  Employees  Compensation _  +178,  696 


Total  mandatory  increases _  +10,  565,  397 


Program  increases  included  in  1969  bill: 

Meat  and  poultry  inspection _  +26,  880,  500 

Food  stamp  program _  +40,  000,  000 


Total  program  increases _  +66,  880,  500 


Total  estimated  expenditures  (budget  outlays)  in  fiscal 

year  1969 _ +6,  524,  470,  897 


As  noted  earlier  in  this  report,  the  new  budget  (obUgational) 
authority  for  fiscal  year  1969  has  been  reduced  by  $1,400,344,300. 
The  major  portion  of  this  reduction,  however,  does  not  reduce  the 
estimated  expenditures  projected  in  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1969. 
The  proposed  elimination  of  the  participation  sales  authorization 
does  not  reduce  1969  expenditures,  although  this  action  will  reduce 
future  expenditures  and  will  save  the  extra  costs  involved  in  selling 
Government  securities,  the  amount  of  which  cannot  be  determined 
at  this  time.  Also,  the  recommended  reduction  in  funds  for  restoration 
of  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  has  no 
effect  on  fiscal  year  1969  expenditures,  since  these  funds  represent  the 
replacement  of  amounts  expended  in  prior  years. 

Further,  of  the  $6,938,585,000  expenditure  level  projected  for  fiscal 
year  1969  in  the  1969  budget  (excluding  Forest  Service),  an  estimated 
$1,589,200,000  represents  mandatory  expenditures  to  liquidate 
commitments  made  from  prior-year  funds.  In  addition,  1969  ex¬ 
penditures  from  trust  funds  and  permanent  appropriations  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  bill  are  estimated  at  $461,244,000.  This  leaves  a  balance 
of  expenditures  from  appropriations  and  loan  funds  covered  in  this 
bill  of  $4,888,141,000. 

The  major  portion  of  this  balance,  $2,775,769,000,  represents  un¬ 
controllable  expenditures  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
which,  under  its  basic  Charter  Act,  must  make  such  expenditures  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  its  price  support  responsibilities.  This 
leaves  a  balance  of  $2,112,769,000  of  1969  projected  expenditures 
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which  are  subject  to  congressional  action  in  this  bill.  The  computation 
of  this  figure  is  as  follows : 


Total  expenditures,  USDA  (recommended  in  1969  budget) _  $7,  167,  339,  000 

Deduct  items  not  in  this  bill: 

Forest  Service: 

Trust  funds -  -32,500,000 

Appropriations -  -437,  649,  000 

Estimated  receipts -  +241,  395,  000 


Total  expenditures,  USDA  (excluding  Forest 

Service) -  6,938,585,000 

Expenditures  from: 

Prior-year  funds -  - 1,  539,  200,  000 

Trust  funds -  -33,253,000 

Permanents -  -427,  991,  000 


Total  expenditures  from  new  obligational  and  lending 

authority  proposed  in  1969  budget _  4,  888,  141,  000 

Less:  Uncontrollable  expenditures  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation -  -2,775,372,000 


Balance  subject  to  congressional  action  in  this  bill _  2,  112,  769,  000 

Recommended  in  bill -  1,  698,  655,  000 


To  retain  the  1968  expenditure  level,  plus  the  essential  increases 
outlined  above,  it  has  been  necessary  to  reduce  expenditures  in  the 
biU  for  fiscal  year  1969  by  $414,114,000.  This  is  approximately  20 
percent  of  the  estimated  expenditures  in  those  areas  subject  to  con¬ 
gressional  control.  The  computation  of  the  effect  of  these  reductions 
on  the  major  sections  of  the  bill  follows: 


1969  expenditures  (excluding  Forest  Service  and  including 

loan  funds,  trust  funds  and  permanents) _ 

Effect  on  expenditures  of  amounts  proposed  in  bill: 

Title  I,  general  activities _ 

Title  II,  credit  agencies _ 


$6,  938,  585,  000 

-35,  900,  000 
-15,  100,  000 


Title  III,  corporations: 

Public  Law  480 -  -361,  814,  000 

Other -  -1,300,000 


Total,  title  III,  corporations _  —363,  114,  000 

Total  expenditure  reduction _  —414,114,000  ^ 

Total  estimated  expenditures,  fiscal  year  1969 _  6,  524,  471,  000 


In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  a 
Government  corporation,  the  expenditures  of  which  are  required  by 
law  from  corporate  fimds,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  basic  law 
requires  this  corporation  to  carry  out  its  price  support  responsibilities 
regardless  of  the  availability  of  funds,  it  is  impossible  to  control  the 
exijenditure  level  of  this  organization.  Accordingly,  it  is  understood 
that  the  amount  indicated  above  must,  of  necessity,  be  increased  to 
the  extent  that  the  net  expenditures  of  the  Corporation  during  the 
coming  fiscal  year  exceed  the  expenditure  level  of  $2,775,372,000 
included  therein. 

Also,  there  may  be  some  essential  minor  changes  in  expenditures  as 
a  result  of  uncontrollable  variations  in  receipts  from  the  public. 
Estimates  of  such  receipts  have  been  netted  against  expenditures  in 
these  calculations. 
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EFFECT  ON  PERSONNEL 

The  severe  reductions  in  funds  made  in  this  bill  for  the  next  fiscal 
year  will  require  a  sharp  decrease  in  personnel  (man-years)  below 
both  the  1968  level  of  operation  and  the  level  proposed  in  the  1969 
budget.  The  bill  as  reported  provides  an  estimated  65,543  man-years 
of  employment  for  fiscal  year  1969  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
exclusive  of  the  Forest  Service.  This  is  933  man-years  less  than 
estimated  for  fiscal  year  1969. 

Two  major  personnel  increases  proposed  in  this  bill  for  next  year 
account  for  the  indicated  man-year  increase  of  652  over  1968.  An 
increase  of  1,062  man-years  is  provided  for  the  greatly  expanded 
meat  and  poultry  inspection  duties  assigned  to  the  Department, 
under  the  Wholesome  Meat  Act  adopted  last  year.  An  additional 
616  man-years  is  provided  for  the  large  increase  provided  for  the 
food  stamp  program  in  the  coming  year. 

A  total  reduction  of  1,026  man-years  under  the  1968  level  will  be 
required  in  the  other  programs  of  the  Department  during  the  next 
fiscal  year.  This  is  due  almost  entirely  to  tne  fact  that  the  amounts 
recommended  for  other  appropriations  do  not  provide  the  additional 
funds  needed  to  cover  annualization  of  pay  act  costs  for  an  ad¬ 
ditional  3  months  in  fiscal  year  1969.  A  breakdown  of  the  man-year 
changes  for  each  agency  is  set  forth  in  the  following  table. 


MAN-YEAR  COMPARISONS 


Item 

1968 

estimate 

1969 

budget 

In  bill 
for  1969 

Comparison 

1968 

estimate 

1969 

budget 

Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Research _ 

9,788 

10,116 

9,716 

-72 

-400 

Disease  and  pest  control.-. _ _ _ _ _ _ 

6, 250 

6,329 

6,054 

-196 

-275 

Other _ _ _ _ 

429 

432 

432 

+3  . 

Total,  Agricultural  Research  Service . . 

.  16,467 

16,877 

16,202 

-265 

-675 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service _ 

103 

106 

103 

-3 

Extension  Service _ 

219 

219 

217 

-2 

-2 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service . . 

94 

126 

93 

-1 

-33 

Soil  Conservation  Service: 

Conservation  operations _ _ 

.  11,025 

10,955 

10,785 

-240 

-170 

Other . - _ _ _ 

6,486 

5,819 

6,336 

-150 

+517 

Total,  Soil  Conservation  Service _ 

17,511 

16,774 

17,121 

-390 

+347 

Economic  Research  Service _ 

943 

989 

931 

-12 

-58 

Statistical  Reporting  Service _ _ _ _ 

1,247 

1,256 

1,235 

-12 

-21 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service: 

Meat  and  poultry  Inspection . 

6,767 

7,829 

7, 829 

-1-1,062  . 

-40 

School  lunch  program . . . 

170 

210 

170  . 

Food  stamp  program . . 

907 

1,523 

1,523 

-1-616  . 

-80 

Other . . 

2,490 

2,498 

2, 418 

-72 

Total,  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service . 

10,334 

12, 060 

11,940 

+1,606 

-120 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service.. . 

749 

783 

704 

-45 

-79 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority . . . 

140 

144 

140  . 

-152 

—4 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service. . . . 

4,690 

4,  588 

4,  538 

—50 

Office  of  the  1  nspector  General .  . . . . 

854 

885 

845 

-9 

-40 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration. . 

189 

217 

187 

-2 

-30 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel . . . . . 

345 

398 

345  . 

—53 

Other . . . . .  . . 

3,381 

3, 394 

3,372 

-9 

-22 

Rural  Electrification  Administration . . . . . . 

915 

911 

901 

-14 

-10 

Farmers  Home  Administration: 

Salaries  and  expenses . 

6, 600 

6, 680 

6,600  . 

-41  . 

-80 

Other . 

no 

69 

69 

Total,  Farmers  Home  Administration . 

6,710 

6,749 

6,669 

-41 

-80 

Total,  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  (exclusive  of 

Forest  Service) . . 

64,891 

66, 476 

65, 543 

+652 
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Agriculture — Key  To  Our  Prosperity 

American  agriculture  is  the  most  productive  in  the  history  of  the 
world.  The  increasing  efficiency  of  our  agricultural  producers  con¬ 
tinues  to  contribute  to  the  high  standard  of  living  in  this  country. 

When  this  country  was  young,  90  percent  of  the  people  lived  on 
the  farm.  Most  of  them  had  to  produce  their  own  food  and  fiber  with 
the  plow  and  the  hoe.  Today,  only  6  of  every  100  American  workers 
are  engaged  in  agriculture.  The  94  others  provide  the  goods  and  serv¬ 
ices  of  modern  living — manufacturing  cars,  TV  sets,  and  washing 
machines,  running  banks,  selling  insurance,  building  homes,  fixing 
telephones,  working  in  hospitals  and  hotels,  and  rendering  other 
services,  including  our  national  defense  and  international 
responsibilities. 

Thirty  years  ago,  one  person  on  the  farm  supplied  the  food  and  fiber 
for  10  others.  By  1960,  this  had  increased  to  one  person  on  the  farm 
for  26  others.  Today,  one  farm  producer  feeds  and  clothes  about  40 
persons. 

On  the  Avorld’s  most  efficient  farms,  output  per  man-hour  has  been 
increasing  some  6  percent  per  year — more  than  twice  the  rate  in  in¬ 
dustry.  If  farmers  today  used  1940  methods  of  producing  crops,  it 
Avould  cost  an  extra  $15  billion  a  year  to  produce  food  and  fiber  for 
the  Nation.  This  extra  cost  would  be  passed  on  to  consumers,  adding 
more  than  $6  a  Aveek  to  each  family’s  food  bill. 

It  noxo  takes  so  fexo  of  us  to  produce  the  food^  clothing^  and  shelter 
for  the  rest  of  us,  that  the  rest  of  us  can  provide  the  highest  standard 
of  lining  ever  known,  for  all  of  us. 

One  unfortunate  consequence  of  this  development,  hoAvever,  is  that 
the  Amice  of  American  agriculture  has  groAvn  Aveaker  in  the  legislatures 
and  other  forums  of  the  Nation.  Today,  only  47  of  the  485  districts 
represented  in  the  U.S.  Congress  have  as  many  as  20  percent  of  their 
people  on  farms.  The  majority  of  the  Members  of  Congress,  therefore, 
represent  constituencies  Avith  little  or  no  understanding  of  the  ]n’ob- 
lems  of  agriculture  and  only  a  Amgue  realization  of  the  importance  of 
this  segment  of  our  economy  to  the  general  AA'elfare  of  the  entire 
Nation. 

FARM  INCOME,  INVEST3IENT  AND  RISK 

To  maintain  this  high  standard  of  living,  Avith  little  or  no  increase 
in  farm  income,  and  Avith  higher  and  higher  costs  for  Avhat  the  farmer 
must  buy,  increased  agricultural  productivity  has  been  an  absolute 
necessity.  This  has  come  at  the  cost  of  much  greater  iuA'estment  per 
farm  and  a  tremendous  increase  in  risk. 

The  increased  use  of  machinery  and  equijnnent  has  made  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  expand  the  size  of  farming  units,  at  a  high  cost  to  the  producer. 
The  small  family-sip  farm  is  gradually  disappearing,  largely  because 
it  cannot  support  high-cost  machinery,  supplies,  and  labor.  The  num¬ 
ber  of  farm  units  has  decreased  from  6.4  million  in  1940  to  less  than 
half  this  number  in  1967.  The  American  consumer  today  is  almost  en¬ 
tirely  dependent  on  the  commercial  farm  for  his  abundant  supply  of 
inexpensive  food  and  fiber. 

Efforts  to  lirnit  payments  to  larger  farmers  Avould  have  the  ultimate 
effect  of  breaking  up  larger  farms  into  smaller  uneconomical  units 
such  as  noAA"  exist  in  many  of  tlie  food-deficient  countries  of  the  Avorld. 
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This  would  be  about  as  unsound,  so  far  as  feeding  this  Nation  is  con¬ 
cerned,  as  to  require  the  building  of  automobiles  by  hand  or  to  restrict 
the  number  of  employees  of  a  commercial  organization  to  a  certain 
level  by  limiting  salary  levels,  including  costs  created  by  minimum 
wage  contracts. 

The  average  investment  necessary  to  farm  has  increased  by  over 
1,000  percent  in  the  past  27  years,  from  $6,158  in  1940  to  $42,465  in 
1960,  $67,259  in  1966,  and  $73,120  in  1967.  As  a  result  net  return  on  the 
farmer’s  investment  has  decreased  through  the  years,  from  8  percent 
in  1957  to  a  low  point  of  about  6  percent  today. 

This  decreasing  return  on  farm  investment  has  steadily  increased  the 
farmer’s  risk  through  the  years.  Half  a  century  ago  a  farm  could  sur¬ 
vive  as  many  as  seven  crop  failures  in  a  row.  With  the  tremendous 
financial  risks  involved  today,  the  loss  of  a  single  gear’s  crop  could 
result  in  bankruptcy  for  many  farmers  with  large  investments. 

While  farm  assets  have  increased  from  $185.8  billion  in  1957  to  $281.2 
billion  in  1967,  farm  debt  has  increased  even  faster — from  $20.4  billion 
in  1957  to  $49.9  billion  in  1967.  Farm  debt  as  a  percentage  of  assets  has 
increased  from  11.0  percent  in  1957  to  17.7  percent  in  1967.  Interest 
payments  as  a  percentage  of  gross  farm  income  have  increased  from  2.9 
percent  in  1957  to  5.6  percent  in  1967. 

Despite  increased  gross  income,  the  levels  of  net  farm  income  lag 
far  behind  those  of  nonfarm  families.  Even  though  he  supplies  the 
basic  necessities  for  his  city  cousins,  per  capita  income  of  the  farmer 
is  only  66  percent  of  nonfarm  income.  Disposable  personal  income  of 
our  nonfarm  population  in  1966  was  over  $2,618  per  capita.  For  the 
same  period,  income  for  farm  families  was  only  $1,7M. 

TIGHT  CREDIT  SITUATION 

One  of  the  serious  problems  facing  the  farmer  today  is  the  tight 
credit  situation  and  the  rising  interest  costs.  Demands  for  all  types  of 
credit,  both  public  and  private,  are  far  in  excess  of  funds  available. 

During  our  hearings  on  the  1969  budget,  the  assistant  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  the  Farm  Credit  Administration  gave  the  following  report  on 
the  growing  credit  needs  of  American  agriculture : 

Amounts  of  credit  used  by  farmers  have  increased  steadily 
during  the  last  decade.  Increases  in  credit  needs  have  resulted 
in  part  from  the  rise  in  land  prices  and  from  higher  costs 
paid  for  hired  labor,  materials,  and  equipment.  As  agriculture 
becomes  more  commercialized,  credit  is  used  increasingly  by 
farmers  to  acquire  control  of  the  lar^e  quantities  of  resources 
necessary  for  success  in  modern  farming.  To  achieve  efficiency 
and  to  earn  adequate  incomes,  commercial  farmers  have  ex- 
jianded  their  operations.  The  average  farm  now  has  370  acres 
as  compared  with  300  acres  in  1960  and  210  acres  in  1950. 
Most  of  the  farm  output,  moreover,  comes  from  about  1 
million  commercial  farms  that  account  for  85  percent  of  the 
production.  To  continue  to  operate  efficiently,  these  farmers 
need  to  use  large  amounts  of  capital  and  credit. 

Farmers’  needs  for  credit  increased  during  1967  and  the 
volume  of  credit  used  by  agriculture  moved  up  to  a  new 
record.  Availability  of  credit  to  agriculture,  however,  con- 

H.  Kept.  1335  O,  90-2 - 2 
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tinued  to  be  restricted  by  high  interest  rates  and  tight  money 
conditions  which  came  into  being  during  1966  and  continued 
through  1967.  As  a  result  of  restrictions  on  the  availability  of 
credit,  many  farmers  were  not  able  to  obtain  all  of  the  loan 
funds  they  needed.  The  rate  of  increase  in  the  amount  of  credit 
used  by  agriculture  was  smaller  than  in  other  recent  years- 

For  the  lending  programs  of  the  Farm  Credit  system,  the  assistant 
to  the  Governor  gave  the  following  summary : 

On  June  30,  1967,  the  Farm  Credit  banks  and  associations 
held  a  net  total  of  $10.4  billion  in  outstanding  loans  to  agri¬ 
culture  as  compared  with  $9.1  billion  a  year  earlier.  The 
Federal  land  banks  held  $5.3  billion  of  farm  mortgage  loans. 

On  the  same  date  the  production  credit  associations  held  $3.6 
billion  of  short  and  intermediate-term  loans  to  farmei’s.  The 
banks  for  cooperatives  had  $1.3  billion  in  loans  outstanding  1 
to  farmers  supply,  service,  and  marketing  cooperatives. 

LOANS  OUTSTANDING  TO  AGRICULTURE  HELD  BY  THE  FARM  CREDIT  BANKS  AND  ASSOCIATIONS 

|ln  millions  of  dollarsi 


Lending  banks  and  associations 


As  of  June  30 


1955 

1960 

1966 

1967 

Federal  land  banks . . . . . 

Production  credit  associations _ 

Banks  for  cooperatives . . 

1,408 

804 

317 

855 

2, 487 
1,670 
551 
1,698 

4,725 

3,146 

1,105 

3,066 

5,304 

3,651 

1,296 

3,544 

Federal  intermediate  credit  banks... . 

Total _ _ 

Deduct:  FICB  credit  to  other  farm  credit  banks  and 
associations . 

3, 384 

779 

6, 406 

1,594 

12,042 

2,897 

13, 795 

3, 359 

« 

Net  total  loans . . 

2, 605 

4,812 

9,145 

10, 436 

Demands  for  loans  from  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  lia\e 
far  exceeded  the  funds  available  for  the  various  purposes.  As  of  July 
1, 1967,  a  total  of  $64  million  was  available  for  emergency  loans.  This 
amount  Avas  exhausted  early  in  February  1968.  Tlie  reserve  balance 
of  $22  million  in  the  emergency  credit  revolving  fund  was  released  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shortly  thereafter.  Tliis  additional  loan 
authority  AVas  gone  Avithin  a  feAv  Aveeks.  Loan  dockets  for  1,407  loans 
totaling  $7.5  million  Avere  unpi'ocessed  as  of  early  April  1968,  and 
estimates  are  that  applications  for  another  $22  million  of  emergency 
loan  credit  aauII  be  receiA^ed  dui’ing  the  balance  of  this  fiscal  year. 

The  situation  is  much  the  same  for  operating  loans.  According  to 
testimony  from  USDA  officials,  as  of  early  March  1968,  an  estimated 
$81  million  of  unpaid  operating  loans  of  a  hardship  character  Avere  on 
liand.  In  addition,  the  heaAw  credit  needs  of  the  spring  planting  season 
are  still  ahead.^  Despite  this  situation,  the  executive  branch  continues 
to  freeze  $25  million  of  operating  loan  funds  provided  by  Congress  for 
fiscal  year  1968. 
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In  discussing  tlie  availability  of  private  credit  for  agricultural  pur¬ 
poses,  the  Administrator  of  Farmers  Home  Administration  stated: 

The  American  Bankers  Association  released  a  report,  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  was  they  who  released  a  report,  just  the  otlier  day, 
showing  that  the  number  of  so-called  agricultural  banks  who 
had  reached  the  position  of  the  ratio  of  loans  to  deposits  of 
26  percent,  which  is  normally  considered  a  loaned  up  position, 
had  increased  from  26  percent  to  47  percent  last  year. 

Actually,  some  of  those  banks  had  ratios  up  to  70  pei-cent 
which  is  considered  a  rather  hazardous  jyosition  for  country 
banks. 

There  are  many  areas  in  which  the  normal  conventional 
sources  of  credit  are  not  available  regardless  of  the  security 
the  applicant  has  to  offer. 

^  nOUNTIFm  SUPPLIES  OF  INEXPENSIVE  FOOD 

Despite  these  and  other  difficulties,  American  agriculture  continues 
to  make  a  major  contribution  to  the  national  welfare  through  the 
l)roduction  of  bountiful  supplies  of  high  quality  and  low-cost  foods 
for  the  Nation’s  consumei*s.  Food  is  one  of  today’s  best  bargains. 

This  is  apjiarent  at  the  supermarkets,  where  city  consumers  can 
choose  from  thousands  of  safe,  wholesome,  and  delicious  foods — prod¬ 
ucts  of  the  farms  of  our  50  States.  Using  less  than  18  percent  of  their 
income,  American  consumers  can  select  foods  with  a  knoAvledge  of 
nutrition  and  balanced  diets  that  makes  this  a  Nation  of  healthy  and 
well-fed  people.  Many  people  in  the  world  spend  half  or  more  of  their 
available  income  on  food.  In  underdeveloped  areas  people  spend  most 
of  their  time  grubbing  a  living  from  the  earth. 

Tu  1929,  23.4  percent  of  consumer  income  in  the  United  States  Avent 
for  food.  This  decreased  to  22.2  percent  in  1950,  20  percent  in  1960, 
and  17.7  percent  last  year.  This  steady  decrease  has  occurred  despite 
the  increasing  portion  of  food  costs  Avhich  go  for  marketing  and  re¬ 
lated  services.  If  the  1960  level  of  20  percent  had  continued  through 
i  1967,  U.S.  consumers  Avould  have  had  $11  billion  less  to  spend  for  the 
^  products  of  industry  and  labor. 

This  contribution  to  the  national  economy  has  come  at  the  expense 
of  the  American  farmer,  however.  Since  1951  the  farmer’s  share  of 
the  retail  food  dollar  has  declined  from  49  cents  to  38  cents  in  1967. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  if  farm  producers  Avere  to  receive  nothing  for 
their  raAv  materials,  retail  prices  Avould  probably  not  decline  signifi¬ 
cantly.  It  should  be  noted  that  in  1967  the  farmer  received  only  3.4 
cents  from  a  22.2-cent  loaf  of  bread,  less  than  11  percent  of  the  retail 
price.  The  farmer’s  share  of  a  $4.38  cotton  shirt  in  1967  Avas  only  22 
cents,  about  5  percent  of  the  retail  cost. 

Recently,  Dr.  Walter  W.  Wilcox,  Director,  Agricultural  Economics, 
USDA,  described  the  situation  as  follows: 

The  figure  that  I  think  is  remarkable  is  that  of  the  con¬ 
sumer’s  disposable  income ;  only  5  cents  out  of  the  dollar  goes 
to  the  farmer  for  the  food  products  produced  on  the  Ameri¬ 
can  farms. 
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LABOR  AND  INDUSTRY'S  BEST  JIARKET 

Tlie  economic  welfare  of  the  Nation’s  economy  is  dependent  on  the 
economic  strength  of  each  segment  thereof.  Time  has  proved  that  labor 
:ind  industry  can  be  prosperous  only  to  the  extent  that  the  agricidtural 
economy  is  strong  and  healthy. 

Agriculture  is  the  principal  source  of  new  wealth.  It  is  the  main 
provider  of  basic  raw  materials  which  .support  all  segments  of  busi¬ 
ness  and  industry.  Reliable  estimates  indicate  that  each  dollar  of 
wealth  taken  fi'om  the  soil  generates  $7  of  income  throughout  the 
rest  of  the  economy. 

Agriculture  is  our  largest  industry.  Its  assets  exceed  those  of  any 
of  the  next  10  largest  industries.  It  employs  more  workers  than  any 
other  major  industry.  It  employs  seven  times  the  number  of  people 
in  the  mining  industry,  23  times  the  number  in  the  oil  and  coal  in¬ 
dustry,  and  five  times  the  number  in  the  automobile  industry.  In  \ 
addition,  it  supports  directly  another  10  percent  of  our  nonfarm 
population  which  supplies  the  farmer  with  his  needs  and  processes 
and  markets  his  products. 

Agriculture  is  one  of  the  major  markets  for  the  products  of  labor 
and  industry.  It  spends  more  for  equipment  than  any  of  the  other 
large  industries.  Agriculture  uses  more  steel  in  a  year  than  is  used 
for  a  year’s  output  of  passenger  cars.  It  uses  more  petroleum  products 
than  any  other  industry  in  the  country.  It  uses  more  rubber  each  year 
than  is  required  to  produce  tires  for  6  million  automobiles.  Its  in¬ 
ventory  of  machinery  and  equipment  exceeds  the  assets  of  the  steel 
industry  and  is  five  times  that  of  the  automobile  industry. 

Since  1951,  despite  Government  farm  programs,  industry  and  la¬ 
bor’s  take  of  the  consumer’s  food  dollar  has  increased  from  51  cents 
to  62  cents.  This  increase  of  21.5  percent  by  industry  and  labor  has 
Iieen  passed  on  to  the  consumer  as  part  of  the  retail  price.  At  the 
same  time,  corporate  profits  after  taxes  have  increased  from  $19.6 
billion  in  1952  to  $28.5  billion  in  1959,  and  $49.3  billion  in  1966. 
That,  too,  is  passed  on  as  a  part  of  the  retail  price  to  the  consumer, 
which  accounts  for  the  increasing  cost  of  food  and  food  products  to  , 
consumers,  despite  the  farmer’s  declining  share  of  the  retail  price. 

GOVERNMENT  COSTS  OF  VARIOUS  LAWS 

It  will  be  recalled  that  over  half  of  the  funds  expended  by  the  De¬ 
partment  have  direct  benefits  to  nonfarm  people.  An  analysis  included 
on  page  395  of  part  I  of  this  year’s  hearings  shows  that  only  $2.2 
billion  of  a  total  of  $5.8  billion  in  1967  was  expended  on  programs 
with  benefits  primarily  for  the  farmer. 

An  analysis  prepared  by  the  committee  last  year  shows  that  the 
payments  to  agriculture  for  price  support  programs  are  relatively 
small  when  compared  to  mineral  depletion  allowances,  business  recon- 
\  ersion  payments,  and  sums  paid  out  of  the  Federal  Treasury  to  other 
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segments  of  our  economy.  The  table  which  was  included  in  last  year's 
report  is  repeated  below : 


Program 

1.  Losses  under  price-support  program  :  in  millions 

Basics  - $16,690 

Nonbasics  -  6,  804 


Total - ’  28,  49." 

2.  Federal  programs  for — • 

Mail  subsidies _ -11,  479 

Subsidies  to  maritime  organizations _ _  Mi,  2.51 

Subsidies  to  airlines _  *  1,  322 

Business  reconversion  payments  (including  tax  amortization) _ °  47,  698 

Mineral  depletion  allowances _ “  60,  897 

3.  Federal  investment  in— 

Food  and  fiber  (CCC  inventories) _  ‘3,113 

National  stockpile  of  material _  6,  877 


4.  Payments  to  Labor  under  various  laws _  * 

'  From  begiunlng  of  program  to  1966. 

2 1946  to  1965  subsidies  to  2d-,  3d-,  and  4th-class  mall. 

^  1938  to  1967  construction  and  operating  subsidies. 

‘  1938  to  1967. 

®  Status  as  of  1962. 

0  Since  1925. 

^  As  of  June  30,  1966. 

•  The  extra  pay  which  goes  to  labor  as  a  result  of  laws  providing  for  minimum  wages 
and  the  right  to  bargain  and  is  reflected  In  increased  retail  prices  is  not  identiflabie  and 
the  Committee  has  been  unable  to  obtain  any  firm  estimate  as  to  such  amount. 

In  reviewing  these  figures,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  amounts 
shown  for  agriculture  do  not  include  Federal  assistance  to  non-farm 
consumers  through  such  programs  as  the  special  milk,  school  lunch, 
food  stamp,  and  other  food  distribution  programs.  Nor  do  they  include 
funds  for  meat  and  poultry  inspection  and  other  food  inspection 
programs  which,  in  reality,  also  represent  consumer  benefits.  For 
fiscal  year  1968  the  funds  for  these  programs  totaled  $936.5  million. 

CHIEF  EARNER  OF  DOLLAR  EXCHANGE 

One  of  the  important  contributions  of  American  agriculture  to  the 
national  economy  is  its  contribution  to  our  balance  of  payments  abroad. 

Total  agricultural  exports  increased  from  $4.5  billion  in  1960  to 
$6.8  billion  in  1967.  Exports  for  dollars  rose  from  $3.2  billion  to  $5.4 
billion  during  this  period.  During  the  calendar  year  1967,  agricultural 
exports  for  dollars  exceeded  agricultural  imports  by  $585  million. 
This  more  than  offset  the  trade  deficit  for  commercial  trade  of  $400 
million  in  1967. 

From  1961  through  1967,  agricultural  exports  contributed  over 
$32  billion  to  our  balance  of  payments.  Even  though  only  22  percent 
of  total  exports  are  agricidtural  commodities,  they  account  for  over 
50  percent  of  our  favorable  trade  balance. 

According  to  the  present  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  were  it  not  for 
increasing  U.S.  agricultural  export  sales,  our  balance-of-payments 
deficit  would  be  much  greater  than  it  is. 

The  efficiency  and  productivity  of  U.S.  agriculture  has  made  this 
country  the  world’s  largest  exporter  of  food  to  the  many  nations  of 
the  world.  In  recent  years  the  export  of  U.S.  agricultural  commodities 
has  increased  to  the  point  where  production  from  one  out  of  each  four 
acres  is  sold  abroad.  In  addition  to  supplying  much  needed  foreign 
exchange,  this  has  contributed  to  the  domestic  economy  by  providing 


about  1  million  jobs  in  fields  related  to  agriculture — storage,  shipping, 
export,  et  cetera. 


PRODUCTION  AND  EXPORT  POLICIES 

In  this  connection,  it  is  essential  that  we  adopt  and  follow  sound 
national  policies  which  will  enable  American  agriculture  to  continue 
to  make  its  important  contributions  at  home  and  abroad.  Such  policies 
must  provide  for  the  production  of  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural 
products  and  the  encouragement  of  sales  of  these  commodities  in  world 
markets  on  a  competitive  basis. 

The  charter  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  provides,  and 
always  has  provided,  for  sale  of  all  Corporation-owned  commodities 
in  Avorld  trade  at  competitive  prices.  For  the  past  15  years  or  more, 
this  committee  has  done  everything  possible  to  encourage  and  require 
expoilation  and  has  continued  to  insist  that  such  commodities  be  of¬ 
fered  continuously  in  world  markets  on  a  competitive  basis.  During 
those  years  when  IT.S.  commodities  ivere  kept  competitive,  export  sales 
increased  substantially. 

For  cotton,  for  example,  the  basic  law  (sec.  302  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1956  (7  U.S.C.  1853))  requires  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  determine  and  announce  our  “fair  historical  share”  of  ivorld  mar¬ 
kets  and  to  sell  competitively  so  as  to  meet  this  share  of  the  market 
each  year.  Hoivever,  despite  this  congressional  action,  the  Department 
has  failed  in  nearly  every  year  since  1956  to  attain  the  level  of  export 
sales  determined  to  be  our  fair  historical  share.  Figures  included  on 
page  391  of  part  I  of  our  1969  hearings  show  the  situation : 


Marketing  year  beginning  Aug.  1 

Initially  deter¬ 
mined  fair  share 

Actual  exports 

Deficit  or  excess 

1957-58... 

(‘) 

(') 

(') 

6.6 

4.9 

3.4 

5.7 

4.1 

2.9 

4.7 

1958-59... 

1959-60... 

1960- 61... 

1961- 62... 

1962- 63... 

+0.1 

-.6 

1963-64... 

+.7 

-.9 

1964- 65... 

1965- 66... 

1966-67... 

-.8 

>  Not  available. 

2  Reduced  to  5,000,000  later  in  season. 

*  Reduced  to  3,500,000  later  in  season. 

*  Increased  to  5,700,000  later  in  season. 

Information  developed  by  the  committee  indicates  that  we  will  lose 
many  millions  of  dollars  of  i^aluable  foreign  exchange  during  the  3 
marketing  years  1966-67  through  1968-69,  unless  we  attain  the  export 
goals  for  cotton  announced  on  March  9,  1966,  This  information  shows 
that  announced  goals  of  6  million  bales  per  year  would  produce  an  esti¬ 
mated  export  income  of  $1,573.5  million,  Avhereas  actual  exports  of  -1.7 
million  bales  in  1966-67,  and  estimated  exports  of  3.8  million  in  1967- 
68  and  4  million  in  1968-69,  will  earn  approximately  $1,009.7  million. 
This  will  fall  $563.8  million  short  of  full  potential  export  earnings. 

At  present,  one  of  the  major  reasons  for  declining  cotton  exports  is 
the  depleted  stocks  of  good  quality  cotton  in  the  warehouses  of  the 
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United  States.  While  this  is  due  partially  to  poor  crop  conditions,  one 
of  the  primary  reasons  is  the  faulty  policy  of  unduly  restricting  the 
production  of  cotton  in  the  past  few  years.  This  has  not  only  reduced 
current  income  to  agriculture  and  other  segments  of  the  economy  of  the 
United  States,  but  it  has  also  resulted  in  long-range  damage  by  encour¬ 
aging  foreign  countries  to  expand  their  cotton  production  potential. 

ECONOMIC  LOSS  TO  N.VTION 

It  is  difficult  to  evaluate  the  actual  effect  on  the  Nation’s  economy 
of  such  production  restrictions.  Preliminary  data  indicate  that  the  1967 
crop  of  cotton  was  about  7.4  million  bales,  down  2  million  bales  from 
the  1966  crop  and  the  smallest  since  1895.  At  a  rough  value  of  the 
equivalent  of  $150  per  bale  to  the  farmer,  this  could  mean  a  loss  in  1 
year  of  $300  million  of  income  to  the  cotton  producers  of  the  Nation. 
The  loss  of  this  purchasing  power  affects  not  only  those  who  depend  di¬ 
rectly  on  farming  for  a  livelihood,  but  also  those  engaged  in  related 
busineses  such  as  storage,  transportation,  banking,  merchandising,  in¬ 
dustrial  production,  and  similar  activities;  particularly  in  the  smaller 
communities.  On  the  basis  that  each  dollar  of  agricultural  production 
creates  $7  of  activity  throughout  the  economy,  this  represents  a  total 
loss  of  around  $2  billion  to  the  Nation. 

Some  years  ago,  an  effort  was  made  to  evaluate  the  effect  on  the  na¬ 
tional  economy  of  the  faulty  policy  of  holding  commodities  off  world 
markets,  with  resulting  acreage  reductions. 

In  June  1956,  the  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  stated : 

To  the  extent  farm  production  is  needlessly  cut  back  and 
restricted  in  order  to  maintain  abnormal  prices — farmers 
tend  to  destroy  or  weaken  the  consumer  demand  and  na¬ 
tional  prosperity  on  which  their  own  prosperity  depends. 
Under  present  laws,  the  huge  pileup  of  surplus  farm  products 
may  force  cuts  in  acreage  allotments  for  the  next  year  of  more 
than  30  million  acres.  It  will  reduce  employment  all  the  way 
fi'om  laborers  in  the  cotton  and  wheat  fields  on  back  into  the 
towns  and  cities  that  make  and  sell  farm  machinery,  fer¬ 
tilizer,  chemicals,  gas  and  oil,  and  all  the  other  supplies  and 
services  that  are  required  to  keep  farms  in  full  production. 

Further  evidence  of  our  national  loss,  due  to  the  then  existing  pol¬ 
icies  of  not  producing  and  selling  these  farm  commodities,  is  found 
in  a  statement  released  by  CARE  in  1956,  which  reads  as  follows : 

According  to  the  national  advisory  committee  for  CARE, 
composed  of  such  men  as  Henry  A.  Bullis,  General  Mills’ 
chairman  of  the  board;  Roy  C.  Ingersoll,  president  of  Borg- 
Warner;  Ward  Melville,  Melville  Shoe  Corp. ;  H.  J.  Heinz; 
and  others  equally  successful;  such  policy  costs  the  United 
States  $700,000  a  day  for  storage,  deprives  American  rail¬ 
roads  of  transportation  equal  to  100  transcontinental  freight 
trains  each  day  for  a  year,  deprives  American  shipping  of  the 
equivalent  of  the  dispatch  of  10  oceangoing  freighters  every 
day  for  a  year,  not  to  mention  the  loss  of  labor  and  the  effect 
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on  agriculture  itself,  being  cut  back  now  to  absorb  surplus 
commodities. 

While  more  recent  data  on  this  ^wint  is  not  available,  these  state¬ 
ments  give  some  indication  of  the  potential  loss  to  the  Nation — even 
today — from  policies  which  reduce  production  by  encouraging  farm¬ 
ers  not  to  farm,  and  which  curtail  exports  through  failure  to  remain 
competitive  in  world  markets. 

They  clearly  demonstrate  the  need  to  establish  and  vigorously  pur¬ 
sue  policies  which  permit  American  agriculture  to  produce  what  is 
needed  at  home  and  abroad,  and  which  let  consumers  throughout  the 
world  know  that  we  have  commodities  available  for  export  at  compet¬ 
itive  prices. 

Such  policies  not  only  support  a  healthy  agricultural  economy  in 
the  United  States,  but  help  to  strengthen  the  financial  position  of 
this  country,  both  in  domestic  and  international  markets.  Further,  they 
enable  this  country  to  be  a  constant  and  dependable  supplier  of  food  1 
and  fiber  to  the  needy  populations  of  the  world,  both  for  economic  and 
humanitarian  reasons. 

Holding  agricultural  production  down  to  a  point  of  scarcity  could  be 
very  dangerous  to  the  national  interest.  Drought,  pestilence,  or  a  major 
international  emergency  could  cause  many  people  in  this  country  and 
throughout  the  world  to  go  hungry,  even  though  it  might  bring  higher 
prices  to  the  producer.  Also,  such  a  policy  would  tend  to  encourage 
foreign  countries  to  further  increase  their  output,  as  has  been  so  clearly 
demonstrated  by  past  reports  of  expanded  foreign  production  to  off¬ 
set  U.S.  reductions. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that,  unless  production  levels  are  maintained,  addi¬ 
tional  farm  units  will  of  necessity  go  out  of  production,  with  increased 
unemployment  problems  in  the  cities  as  more  rural  people  move  to 
town.  How  to  keep  adequate  reserves  to  meet  all  domestic  and  export 
needs,  plus  a  reserve  for  possible  defense  needs,  without  depressing 
market  prices  is  one  of  the  problems  facing  the  country  today.  It  is  the 
belief  of  many  members  of  this  committee  that  such  reserves  should 
be  insulated  from  the  market  and  charged  up  to  consumer  security. 

Chief  Bulwark  Against  World  Hunger 

This  country,  in  addition  to  providing  the  most  abundant  supply 
of  wholesome  and  delicious  food  at  the  lowest  cost  ever  known  to  the 
people  of  the  United  States,  has  fed  substantial  numbers  of  hungry 
people  throughout  the  world.  These  facts  have  been  one  of  our  greatest 
strengths  in  meeting  domestic  needs  and  in  dealing  with  world 
problems. 

Aside  from  the  possibility  of  nuclear  conflict,  probably  the  fore- 
most  problem  of  the  world  today  is  hunger.  Approximately  half  of  the 
world  s  3  billion  people  suffer  from  malnutrition.  In  recent  weeks  re¬ 
ports  have  been  published  that  malnutrition  exists  to  a  great  extent  in 
the  United  States,  much  of  which,  apparently,  does  not  come  from  lack 
of  available  foods.  The  World  Food  Congress  was  told  a  few  years 
ago  that  around  10,000  persons  die  every  day  from  starvation. 
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India  has  had  a  continuous  food  crisis  through  the  years.  That  vast 
subcontinent  has  a  year-round  hunger  problem ;  so  do  many  other  areas 
in  the  world.  The  present  outlook  is  that  hunger  will  grow  more  and 
more  intense  with  the  passage  of  time,  unless  higher  yielding  strains 
can  provide  more  adequate  food  production.  The  world’s  poulation 
increase  is  almost  unbelievable.  Each  year,  births  exceed  deaths  by 
almost  60  million. 

This  alarming  population  expansion  can  be  fully  appreciated  when 
it  is  realized  that  the  population  of  the  world,  which  reached  the  first 
billion  by  the  year  1830,  took  only  100  years  (1830  to  1930)  to  reach  2 
billion,  and  only  30  more  years  (1930  to  1960)  to  reach  3  billion.  Short 
of  a  major  catastrophe,  it  is  expected  to  exceed  6  billion  people  by 
the  turn  of  the  century.  The  population  growth  in  the  United  States 
has  kept  pace  with  this  worldwide  population  explosion,  increasing 
from  13  million  in  1830  to  123  million  in  1930,  179  million  in  1960, 
r  and  in  excess  of  200  million  today.  It  is  expected  to  exceed  300  million 
by  the  year  2000. 

The  failure  of  Communist  agriculture,  a  failure  which  is  chronic 
and  deep-seated,  has  tremendous  implications  to  the  hundreds  of  mil¬ 
lions  constantly  plagued  by  hunger.  The  Communist  inability  to  pro¬ 
duce  efficiently  and  abundantly  is  due  in  large  part  to  a  lack  of  ade¬ 
quate  and  well  directed  research,  resource  conservation,  and  related 
agricultural  programs,  under  a  system  which  has  tied  the  hands  of 
Soviet  agricultural  producers. 

PUBLIC  LAW  4  80  PROGRAM 

Since  the  inception  of  the  Public  Law  480  program  in  July  1954, 
and  through  December  1967,  commodities  valued  at  nearly  $11  bil¬ 
lion  have  been  shipped  to  some  50  different  countries  under  title  I 
foreign  currency  sales.  In  addition,  some  $748  million  of  commodities 
have  been  shipped  to  21  foreign  countries  under  the  title  I  long-term 
credit  sales  program. 

Since  1954,  title  II  food  donations  have  totaled  $907  million.  It  is 
estimated  that  more  than  20  million  people  in  foreign  lands  have  re¬ 
ceived  these  gifts  of  food  from  the  United  States.  In  addition,  large 
quantities  of  food  have  been  given  to  needy  persons  abroad  through 
such  nonprofit  voluntary  relief  agencies  as  CARE,  Catholic  Relief 
Service,  Church  World  Service,  UNICEF,  Lutheran  World  Relief, 
and  similar  organizations.  These  agencies  have  distributed  commodi¬ 
ties  worth  over  $2.1  billion  to  over  67  million  people  in  the  various 
food-deficient  areas  of  the  world  during  the  past  14  years. 

Under  today’s  conditions,  however,  with  a  desperate  need  for  addi¬ 
tional  foreign  exchange  from  sales  for  dollars,  and  with  increasing 
financial  pressures  here  at  home,  expenditures  under  the  Public  Law 
480  program  can  no  longer  be  justified  at  previous  levels.  This  is  par¬ 
ticularly  true  when  such  expenditures  are  proposed  for  the  coming 
year  at  the  expense  of  programs  needed  to  preserve  our  own  resources. 
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Accordingly,  the  committee  has  reduced  the  Public  Law  480  appro¬ 
priations  in  the  bill  to  approximately  one-third  of  the  1969  budget  re¬ 
quest.  Even  with  this  cut,  the  program  will  have  a  total  of  nearly  $1.2 
billion  available  next  year,  including  an  expected  carryover  of  $530,- 
257,000,  receipts  from  sales  of  foreign  currencies  of  an  estimated 
$342,600,000,  and  $300  million  of  new  money  in  this  bill. 

It  is  the  belief  of  the  committee  that,  with  the  present  supply  situa¬ 
tion,  this  action  should  not  seriously  affect  1969  operations.  However, 
there  are  a  number  of  factors  of  which  the  committee  takes  note:  (1) 
These  commodities  ai'e  made  available  to  the  governments  without  dol¬ 
lar  payments  in  exchange.  They  are  then  usually  sold  to  the  people 
of  such  country  as  any  other  commodity;  (2)  by  agreement  our  coun¬ 
try  has  control  over  the  use  of  the  foreign  currencies  in  the  re¬ 
cipient  country  which  involves  us  to  a  great  degree  in  the  internal  af¬ 
fairs  of  such  country ;  (3)  the  matter  of  dollar  balances  and  foreign  ex¬ 
change  has  somewhat  reversed  itself — now  it  is  our  Nation  which  has  d 
the  problems  wuth  an  unbalanced  budget  and  lack  of  foreign  exchange;  ^ 
(4)  480  sales  do  nothing  to  earn  dollars — one  of  our  greatest  needs — 
and  practically  nothing  to  create  markets;  (5)  sales  through  normal 
channels  at  competitive  prices  would  tend  to  build  up  a  consistent 
market  which  480  sales  do  not.  Friendship  between  nations  and  peo¬ 
ples  usually  follow  mutually  beneficial  trade.  Present  world  condi¬ 
tions  seem  to  prove  that  seldom  do  lasting  friendships  follow  where 
one  is  the  giver,  the  other  the  recipient,  particularly  where  the  giver 
requires  as  a  condition  commitments  as  to  the  internal  affairs  of  the 
recipient  nation. 

This  committee  believes  that  we  have  reached  the  point  in  our  inter¬ 
national  affairs  where  our  primary  attention  must  be  given  to  the  sup¬ 
port  of  efforts  of  the  food-deficient  countries  to  develop  their  own  agri- 
cultural  resources  so  as  to  be  able  to  carry  a  larger  share  of  the  respon¬ 
sibility  for  feeding  their  own  people.  This  situation  was  well  stated 
recently  by  an  official  of  the  Indian  Government  at  a  symposium  on 
world  food  problems  when  he  said:  “In  India,  Public  Law  480  has 
dulled  our  zest  for  food  production.” 

Agriculture— Protector  of  Our  Health  1 

American  agriculture  has  made  and  is  making  many  contributions 
to  the  health  and  Avell-being  of  people  in  this  and  other  countries  of  the 
Avorld. 

American  consumers  enjoy  the  greatest  variety  and  the  finest  quality 
of  food  available  anywhere  in  the  world.  Further,  such  food  is  the  most 
Avholesome  and  healthful  in  the  ivorld.  People  in  most  other  countries 
not  only  spend  more  of  their  income  for  food  tlian  ive  do — in  most 
cases,  they  get  much  less  for  their  money  in  calories  and  nutritional 
balance.  Millions  of  people  in  other  countries  cannot  afford  all  the 
animal  proteins  that  our  diet  includes.  And  Ave  enjoy  fresh  vegetables 
and  fruits  the  year  round. 

To  fully  appreciate  the  value  of  this  contribution  to  consumer  diets 
and  public  health,  one  need  only  look  at  conditions  in  certain  other 
parts  of  the  Avorld.  For  example,  in  the  Middle  East,  it  is  common  to 
^d  insect  larvae  in  the  fresh  fruit  placed  on  tables  in  the  best  hotels. 

The  average  consumer  in  America  Avouldn’t  consider  buying  the  rusty, 
scrubby,  pitted  fruit  offered  in  the  public  markets  of  that  area. 
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In  Pakistan,  severe  locust,  caterpillar  and  cricket  infestations  have 
ruined  and  contaminated  crops,  with  disease  and  starvation  the 
ultimate  result.  It  is  virtually  impossible  to  protect  supplies  of  grain 
in  storage  in  India  from  ravage  and  adulteration  by  weevils,  bran 
beetles,  and  the  world’s  worst  pest  of  stored  grain — the  Kharpa  beetle, 
which  is  now  a  threat  in  the  United  States. 

Stored-grain  pests  are  so  bad  in  tropical  areas  of  the  world  that  the 
race  to  eat  the  grain  before  insects  devour  it  results  in  frequent  periods 
of  starvation.  The  people  compete  with  the  pests  for  survival.  Their 
low  standard  of  living  thus  becomes  understandable. 

The  distribution  of  cattle  in  Africa  is  determined  primarily  by  the 
presence  or  absence  of  the  tsetse  fly.  This  is  a  major  reason  why  an 
African  child,  once  weaned,  may  never  again  taste  milk.  The  cattle 
tick  and  the  human  warble  or  torsalo  fly  cause  tremendous  losses  to 
hides,  beef,  and  milk  production  in  Central  and  South  America. 
|r  Mortality  among  calves  may  be  as  high  as  70  percent  in  some  of  the 
most  heavily  infested  areas. 

The  following  programs  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  relate 
in  varying  degres  to  the  protection  of  human  health  in  the  United 
States : 

Meat  and  poultry  inspection  for  wholesomeness. 

Nutrition  research. 

Research  and  control  activities  to  protect  foods  against  excessive 
pesticides  residue. 

Research  on  salmonella,  aflatnxins  and  other  harmful  bacteria. 
Research  and  information  on  food  preparation  to  protect  human  health, 
such  as  prevention  of  trichinosis. 

Research  and  control  or  eradication  activities  on  animal  diseases  which 
are  transmissible  to  man — tuberculosis,  brucellosis,  tapeworms,  and 
so  forth. 

Research  on  storage  of  food  products  to  maintain  wholesomeness,  as 
well  as  quality. 

Monitoring  of  soil  and  water  to  determine  whether  there  has  been  con¬ 
tamination  which  could  be  harmful  to  persons  eating  food  crops  or 
meat  or  milk  from  animals  affected. 

Health  related  research  on  tobacco. 

Special  milk  program. 

School  lunch  program. 

School  breakfast  program. 

Food  stamp  program. 

Commodity  distribution  program. 

Pure  water  loans  and  grants. 

Sewer  systems  loans  and  grants. 

RESEARCH  CONTRIBUTIONS 

Agricultural  research  has  made  numerous  contributions  to  human 
health.  Its  impact  extends  far  beyond  our  farms  to  people  in  all  walks 
of  life.  The  work  that  entomologists  did  on  chemical  compounds  led  to 
many  advances,  including  an  international  effort  to  control  mosquitoes 
and  eliminate  malaria.  Wlien  Department  entomologists  developed 
the  aerosol  bomb,  they  had  in  mind  protecting  GI’s  from  insects.  Today, 
the  aerosol  is  used  to  dispense  some  270  products  to  serve  and  protect 
people  in  many  ways. 
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Agricultural  research  scientists  developed  commercial  methods  of 
making  penicillin.  They  also  produced  dextran,  a  blood  plasma  sub¬ 
stitute,  a  starch  sponge  for  medical  and  surgical  use,  and  discoumeral, 
a  blood  thinner  of  great  medical  significance. 

Research  has  helped  us  not  only  to  produce  and  market  our  abundant 
supply  of  food  but  also  to  make  better  use  of  it  in  protecting  our 
health.  Nutritionists  have  learned  much  about  the  kinds  and  amounts 
of  food  necessary  for  optimum  growth  and  health.  Through  its  re¬ 
search  in  the  field  of  human  nutrition,  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
is  developing  very  significant  information  on  the  health  aspects  of 
fats  in  our  diets,  fat  metabolism,  and  cholesterol  in  the  blood.  These 
studies  benefit  millions  of  people  daily  all  over  the  world. 

Animal  scientists  have  improved  the  quality  and  efficiency  of  our 
livestock  and  poultry  and  veterinarians  have  protected  their  health, 
and  in  turn  human  health.  Entomologists  have  developed  new'  ap¬ 
proaches  to  pest  control.  Increased  research  attention  is  being  given  ^ 
to  contamination  of  food  products  by  salmonella  and  other  food 
poisoning  bacteria. 

According  to  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  experts,  Ave  presently 
face  10,000  destructive  insect  species  in  the  United  States.  And  there 
are  approximately  50,000  diseases  of  economic  importance  to  man’s 
food  supply.  Also,  the  possibility  of  invasion  by  unfamiliar  pests  and 
diseases  from  abroad  is  greater  today  than  ever  before,  with  the  accel¬ 
eration  in  international  travel  as  well  as  the  more  rapid  transportation 
of  animals  and  freight.  Furthermore,  increasing  concentrations  of 
livestock  and  crops  intensify  the  danger  that  invaders  will  spread 
quickly — almost  explosively,  if  not  properly  controlled. 

DISEASE  AND  PEST  CONTROL 

NatioDAvide  disease  control  and  eradication  programs  of  agriculture 
are  conducted  in  cooperation  Avith  State  and  local  agencies.  Laws  and 
regulations  are  administered  to  prevent  the  spread  of  diseases  through 
interstate  shipments  of  livestock,  poultry,  and  other  products. 

Through  a  system  of  port  inspection  and  quarantines,  activities  are 
conducted  to  prev'ent  the  introduction  into  this  country  of  insect  pests  ’ 
and  animal  diseases  of  foreign  origin.  Determinations  are  made  re¬ 
garding  the  freedom  from  diseases  of  animals,  poultry,  animal  prod¬ 
ucts,  food  products,  and  related  materials  presented  for  importation 
from  foreign  countries. 

In  this  connection,  the  committee  notices  the  recent  change  of  policy 
announced  on  a  trial  basis  for  handling  the  insjAection  of  incoming  pas¬ 
sengers  from  abroad.  ITliile  this  proposal  may  be  desirable  to  attract 
more  visitors,  any  lessening  of  vigilance  at  our  borders  could  be  very 
costly  to  the  health  and  food  supply  of  this  Nation.  Only  highly  trained 
and  Avell  qualified  inspectors  can  be  effective  representatives  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agricidture  and  all  the  other  agencies  iiwolved. 

Intensive  campaigns  are  being  carried  on  through  the  Nation  to 
control  and  eventually  eradicate  brucellosis,,  bovine  tuberculosis,  and 
other  diseases  of  animals  which  are  also  a  threat  to  human  health. 
Such  efforts  are  gradually  reducing  the  extent  of  the  infection.  In  the 
case  of  brucellosis,  for  example,  82  percent  of  the  Nations  has  noAv 
achieved  a  modified  disease-free  status. 
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FOOD  DISTRIBUTION  PROGRAMS 

The  special  milk,  school  lunch,  food  stamp,  and  other  food  distri¬ 
bution  programs  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  play  a  significant 
part  in  the  health  and  welfare  of  the  Nation’s  consumers  of  all  ages. 

The  special  milk  program  is  aimed  primarily  at  increasing  the  con¬ 
sumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children.  All  nonprofit  schools  of  high  school 
grade  and  under,  all  nonprofit  summer  camps  and  child-care  institu¬ 
tions  devoted  to  the  care  and  training  of  children,  are  eligible.  In  1967, 
inilk  consumed  under  the  program,  based  on  the  3,027.2  million  half¬ 
pints  reimbursed,  was  more  than  six  times  the  quantity  in  1955 — the 
first  year  of  the  program.  The  volume  amounted  to  more  than  21/2 
percent  of  the  total  nonfarm  consumption  of  fluid  milk.  This  was  in 
addition  to  milk  served  through  the  regular  school  lunch  program 
lunches. 

The  school  lunch  program  improves  the  health  and  Avell-being  of 
the  Nation’s  children  by  providing  them  a  well-balanced  nutritious 
lunch  at  school  which  helps  to  supply  the  kind  and  amount  of  foods 
children  need,  and  by  developing  proper  and  nutritionally  beneficial 
food  habits  which  will  continue  in  later  life.  Experience  indicates  that 
children  who  get  lunch  under  this  program,  compared  Avith  those  avIio 
do  not,  show  more  rapid  gain  in  Aveight  and  height,  better  attendance 
records,  improvement  in  scholastic  standing,  better  behavior,  and 
higher  resistance  to  colds  and  other  illnesses.  The  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  furnished  over  3.1  billion  complete  lunches  to  over  36  percent  of 
the  Nation’s  50,509,016  schoolchildren  in  the  fiscal  year  1967. 

The  food  stamp  program  helps  to  improA^e  the  diets  of  low-income 
families  by  issuing  food  coupons  of  higher  monetary  value  than  the 
cash  paid  by  the  recipients.  The  cash  requirement  (representing  the 
family’s  normal  food  expenditure)  and  the  bonus  supplement  are  both 
based  on  family  size  and  income.  The  coupons  may  be  used  to  purchase 
wholesome  and  domestically  produced  food  items  at  any  approved 
retail  outlet.  At  the  beginning  of  fiscal  year  1967,  1.2  million  partici¬ 
pants  in  324  areas  (counties,  cities,  or  Avelfare  districts)  in  40  States 
and  the  District  of  Columbia  Avere  receiA’ing  the  benefits  of  the  food 
stamp  program.  During  the  year,  the  program  Avas  progressiA^ely  ex¬ 
panded  to  reach  a  total  of  1.8  million  persons  in  838  areas  in  41  States 
and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

ITncler  the  direct  distribution  program,  over  705  million  pounds  of 
commodities  Avere  donated  to  needy  families  in  some  1,369  areas  (coun¬ 
ties,  cities,  and  Indian  agencies)  in  1967.  In  addition,  over  21.4  million 
children  in  schools,  another  1.4  million  attending  nonprofit  summer 
camps  for  children,  and  an  additional  1.3  million  needy  persons  in  elig¬ 
ible  institutions,  received  donated  foods  AA’orth  $145.6  million  in  fiscal 
year  1967.  Also,  over  116  thousand  pounds  of  donated  foods  Avere 
consumed  by  16,955  needy  persons  affected  by  11  different  disasters. 

INSPECTION  OF  FOOD  AND  FOOD  PRODUCTS 

Additional  programs  AA-hich  are  conducted  to  protect  the  health  of 
the  Nation’s  consumers  are  those  Avhich  provide  for  licensed  inspection 
of  A^arious  agricultural  products  for  quality,  Avholesomeness  and  free¬ 
dom  from  disease  and  other  contamination.  These  activities  include 
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inspection  of  meat,  poultry,  and  products  prepared  therefrom.  They 
also  include  the  inspection  of  dairy  products,  fresh  and  processed 
fruits  and  vegetables,  grain,  and  certain  other  products. 

Meat  inspection  is  performed  to  assure  that  all  meat  and  meat  pro¬ 
ducts  produced  in  plants  shipping  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
are  wholesome,  and  that  foreign  establishments  producing  meat  pro¬ 
ducts  for  export  to  the  United  States  meet  Federal  standards  for 
sanitation  and  wholesomeness  of  product.  In  1967,  inspection  was 
performed  in  1,973  establishments  located  in  820  cities  and  towns.  A 
total  of  112.9  million  animals  were  inspected  prior  to  slaughter  and 
a  similar  number  of  carcasses  Avere  inspected  on  the  slaughtering 
floors.  Supervision  and  inspection  Avere  also  supplied  for  the  processing 
of  over  20  billion  pounds  of  meat  products.  The  enactment  of  the 
Wholesome  Meat  Act  during  the  last  session  of  Congress  placed  a 
large  additional  responsibility  on  the  Department  for  the  inspection 
standards  of  intrastate  meat  plants. 

Poultry  inspection  is  designed  to  assure  that  all  poultry  and  poultry 
products  produced  in  plants  shipping  in  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce  are  Avholesome.  In  1967,  some  10.9  million  pounds  of  chickens 
and  turkeys  Avere  inspected,  involving  over  2.6  million  birds.  This 
inspection  Avas  provided  on  1,482  processing  lines  in  005  poultry 
slaughtering  plants. 

_  The  other  inspection,  grading,  classing,  and  standardization  serv¬ 
ices  are  conducted  to_  develop  standards  of  quality  and  condition  for 
agricultural  commodities  and  to  use  them  in  providing  an  impartial 
inspection,  classing  and  grading  service ;  and  to  participate  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  international  food  standards. 

Agriculture — Caretaker  of  Our  Future 

Since  three-fourths  of  our  land  area  is  in  private  OAvnershijD  and 
60  percent  is  in  farms  and  ranches,  our  farmers  and  ranchers  are  the 
principal  managers  of  the  JIation’s  soil  and  Avater  resources  for  all 
the  people.  How  our  farmers  and  ranchers  manage  the  lands  under 
their  steAvardship  for  the  benefit  of  all  of  us  determines  Avhether  Ave 
shall  have  sod  conservation  or  soil  erosion,  AAdiether  A\-e  shall  have 
the  right  quality  and  quantity  of  Avater,  or  poor  Avater  and  not  enough 
of  it,  not  only  for  agriculture  but  for  the  cities  and  industry. 

If  this  Nation  is  to  surviA^e  and  prosper,  Ave  must  continue  to  provide 
adequate  financial  support  for  our  conservation  programs  designed 
to  assist  these  custodians  of  our  natural  resources  to  reforest  our  lands, 
protect  our  Avatersheds,  harness  our  streams  for  electricity,  reclaim  our 
lands  though  soil  conservation,  develop  our  sources  of  Avater,  and  carry 
on  those  things  Avhich  build  up  the  potential  economic  strength  of 
this  Nation. 

If  Ave  leaA^e  to  future  generations  a  fertile  land,  Avith  timber  restored, 
Avith  soil  erosion  stopped,  and  Avith  water  resources  developed,  this 
country  will  be  able  to  meet  its  future  domestic  problems,  interna- 
tional  threats,  and  financial  needs.  If  Ave  neglect  these  basic  responsi¬ 
bilities,  we  Avill  leave  future  generations  nothing  to  look  forAvard  to 
or  to  build  on.  Money  alone  is  of  no  value.  It  must  be  supported  by  a 
sound  economy  based  on  natural  resources  to  generate  neAA’  AA’ealtli 
for  future  generations. 
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As  individuals,  we  all  can  live  like  kings  and  queens  for  a  short 
time  if  we  cash  in  all  our  insurance,  use  all  our  savings,  mortgage  our 
homes,  and  sell  our  other  assets.  As  a  Nation,  we  can  do  the  same  if  we 
are  willing  to  “cash  in”  on  our  land,  leaving  to  our  children  what  is 
left — like  previous  generations  have  done  in  India,  China,  and  the 
rest  of  the  world  we  help  to  feed  and  clothe  today. 

We  may  draw  against  our  silver  reserves  by  substituting  copper  in 
our  coins.  Or  we  may  sell  mortgages  held  by  the  Federal  Government. 
But  if  we  overdraw  on  our  soil  and  deplete  our  forests,  every  future 
generation  from  now  on  will  suffer  from  the  lack  of  responsible  cus¬ 
todianship  of  the  resources  placed  in  the  care  of  the  present  generation. 

man’s  waste  of  his  natural  resources 

Perhaps  the  greatest  single  fault  of  mankind  through  the  annals 
of  recorded  history  has  been  his  failure  to  preserve  and  protect  the 
natural  resources  which  provided  him  with  his  basic  necessities  of 
life — food,  clothing,  and  shelter.  History  indicates  that  each  civiliza¬ 
tion  developed  by  mankind  through  the  course  of  the  centuries,  regard¬ 
less  of  the  degree  of  sophistication  and  advancement  attained,  has 
disappeared  from  the  earth  because  of  man’s  abuse  of  the  soil,  water, 
forests,  and  other  basic  resources  passed  on  to  him  for  his  use  and 
custodianship. 

One  of  the  most  serious  questions  facing  our  highly  developed 
civilization  of  the  20th  century  is  whether  or  not,  through  more  intel¬ 
ligent  use  of  our  natural  resources,  and  through  more  advanced  agri¬ 
cultural  technology,  we  can  meet  the  ever-increasing  demands  of 
rapidly  expanding  populations  for  food,  clothing,  and  shelter. 

A  review  of  the  earlier  civilizations  of  the  womout  and  food-de¬ 
ficient  areas  of  the  world  indicates  what  has  resulted  from  the  failure 
of  man  through  the  ages  to  apply  an  adequate  portion  of  his  wealth 
to  the  protection  of  the  soil,  the  forests,  the  rivers  and  lakes,  and  other 
resources  as  he  used  them  to  feed  and  clothe  himself. 

For  example,  in  3500  B.C.  the  valleys  of  the  Tigris  and  Euphrates 
Rivers  supported  a  large  and  prosperous  civilization.  By  the  year  2000 

B. C.,  great  irrigation  developments  had  turned  this  part  of  the  Middle 
East  into  the  granary  of  the  great  Babylonian  Empire.  Today,  how¬ 
ever,  less  than  20  percent  of  this  area  is  cultivated  because,  as  they 
became  urbanized,  the  people  of  that  civilization  failed  to  continue  to 
preserve  the  productive  capacity  of  the  land.  According  to  LaMont 

C.  Cole  of  Cornell  University : 

The  landscape  is  dotted  with  mounds,  the  remains  of  for¬ 
gotten  towns ;  the  ancient  irrigation  works  are  filled  with  silt, 
the  end  product  of  soil  erosion ;  and  the  ancient  seaport  of  Ur 
is  now  150  miles  from  the  sea,  its  buildings  buried  under  as 
much  as  35  feet  of  silt. 

Extensive  irrigation  systems  were  established  in  the  valley  of  the 
Nile  before  2000  B.C.  to  create  the  granary  for  the  Roman  Empire. 
This  land,  which  was  made  fertile  by  the  annual  overflowing  of  the 
Nile,  continued  to  be  productive  for  many  centuries.  However,  in 
recent  years,  as  the  result  of  more  intensive  use  of  the  land  and  inade¬ 
quate  attention  to  conservation  measures,  the  soils  have  deteriorated 
and  salinization  has  decreased  the  productivity  in  the  valley  to  the 
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point  where  this  area  is  now  largely  dependent  on  food  shipments 
from  other  parts  of  the  world  to  feed  its  people. 

Ancient  Greece  had  foi’ested  hills,  amjile  water  sujDplies,  and  pro¬ 
ductive  soil.  In  parts  of  this  area  today,  the  old  erosion-proof  Roman 
roads  stand  several  feet  above  a  barren  desert.  Ancient  irrigation  sys¬ 
tems  in  many  parts  of  China  and  India  are  abandoned  today  and  filled 
with  silt.  Most  of  India’s  present  land  problems  are  due  to  excessive 
deforestation,  erosion  and  siltation  made  necessary  by  tremendous 
population  growth  during  the  past  two  centuries. 

The  highly  developed  civilizations  of  ancient  Guatemala  and  Yuca¬ 
tan  are  merely  history  today.  Archeologists  believe  that  they  ex¬ 
ploited  their  land  as  intensively  as  possible  until  its  fertility  was  gone 
and  their  prosperous  civilizations  vanished. 

The  city-states  throughout  history  have  failed  to  realize  that  the  cost 
of  food,  clothing,  and  shelter  is  going  to  be  paid,  either  by  the  consumer 
or  by  the  land  from  which  it  comes.  They  have  ignored  the  fact  that 
soil  cannot  be  cultivated  year  after  year  unless  as  much  fertility  is  put 
back  each  year  as  is  taken  out. 

WASTE  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES 

.  United  States  is  still  a  young  country  in  relation  to  the  ancient 
civilizations  referred  to  above.  During  our  short  history,  however,  we 
have  used  up  and  destroyed  vast  amounts  of  the  plentiful  supply  of 
natural  resources  which  were  here  when  the  Pilgrims  landed  at  Plym¬ 
outh  Rock.  The  continuation  of  such  abuse  could  eventually  reduce 
this  country  to  a  bariun  wasteland  with  the  low  standard  of  living 
found  in  much  of  Asia  and  the  Middle  East. 

This  country  had  8,000  billion  board  feet  of  timber  about  150  years 
ago.  Today  we  have  around  1,600  billion  board  feet  left— only  20  per¬ 
cent  of  the  original  stand.  This  terrible  waste  of  timber  resources 
points  up  the  extent  to^  which  our  highly  competitive  economy  can 
deplete  a  national  asset  in  the  generation  of  new  wealth.  It  points  up 
the  need  for  continuing  and  expanding  conservation  efforts  on  a  na¬ 
tional  basis. 

Only  175  years  ago  we  had  500  million  acres  of  fertile  soil  in  this 
Yation.  We  have  already  wasted  200  million  acres  (40  percent)  and 
another  100  million  acres  (20  percent)  is  washing  away  today.  It  has 
bemi  estimated  that  an  average  of  40  acres  of  top  soil  flows  down  the 
Mississippi  River  each  day  of  the  year.  Also,  estimates  are  that  more 
than  1  million  acres  of  arable  land  are  lost  to  residential  areas,  high- 
wavs,  and  other  urban  developments  each  year. 

We  in  the  United  States  have  depleted  our  forests,  our  soil  fertility, 
and  our  sources  of  water  and  other  natural  resources  to  support  large 
iniblic  expenditures  both  at  home  and  abroad.  The  pressures  of  the 
Dopulation  explosion  here  in  this  country  and  elsewhere  in  the  world 
ba\  e  ]nit  a  heavy  strain  on  US.  productive  capacity.  The  tremendous 
costs  of  national  defense  at  home  and  military  assistance  in  other  parts 
of  the  world  have  been  financed  at  the  expense  of  our  basic  resources. 

WE  AID  FOREIGN  COUNTRIES 

In  addition,  we  have  exjiended  billions  of  dollars  since  World  War 
II  in  assisting  other  countries  throughout  the  Avorld  to  reWild  their 
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natural  resources  tliroupjli  soil  and  water  conservation  programs,  flood 
control  and  power  projects,  irrigation,  reclamation,  and  other  conserva¬ 
tion  practices.  At  the  same  time,  we  have  done  less  conservation  work 
in  tliis  country  than  is  actually  needed  and  can  be  fully  justified. 

Information  received  from  the  Agency  for  International  Develop¬ 
ment  (AID)  indicates  that  between  $50  and  $60  million  has  been 
sj^ent  in  foreign  countries  in  recent  years  for  foreign  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  in  conservation  and  de\  elopment  of  natural  resources,  includ¬ 
ing  watershed  management,  land  and  water  resources  inventories,  and 
soil  and  water  conservation.  In  addition,  data  previously  carried  in 
liearings  of  the  Public  Works  Subcommittee  of  the  House  Committee 
on  Appropriations  show  that  in  excess  of  $2  billion  have  been  spent 
by  AID  and  predecessor  agencies  since  1954  for  projects  identifiable 
with  irrigation,  reclamation  (including  flood  control)  and  power 
development,  as  follows : 

[Millions  of  dollars] 


Region 


Total,  all  projects . 

Near  East  and  South  Asia . 

Latin  America . . 

Far  East _ _ _ _ . 

Africa . . . . 

Europe- _ _ 

AID  (fiscal  years  1962-66). 

Near  East  and  South  Asia _ 

Latin  America. . . 

Far  East. . . 

Africa _ _ _ _ 


Predecessor  agencies 

Near  East  and  South  Asia.. 

Latin  America _ 

Far  East . . 

Africa . . . 

Europe . . . 


Total 

Development 

loans 

Other 

$2, 005. 0 

$1,523.9 

$481. 1 

1,171.4 

980.4 

191.0 

197. 3 

182.9 

14.4 

421,6 

198.4 

223.2 

157. 2 

122.5 

34.7 

57.6 

39.8 

17.8 

948. 4 

888.7 

59.7 

607. 4 

573.1 

34.3 

175. 6 

173.4 

2.2 

103.0 

92.6 

10.4 

62.4 

49.6 

12.8 

1,056.6 

635.2 

421.4 

564. 0 

407.3 

156.7 

21.7 

9.5 

12.2 

318.6 

105.8 

212.8 

94.8 

72.9 

21.9 

57.5 

39.8 

17.7 

SOIL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 

Remarkable  progress  has  been  made  in  soil  and  water  conservation 
in  the  United  States  in  the  last  25  years.  As  of  June  30,  1967,  there 
were  2,121,248  district  cooperators  engaged  in  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice  planning  and  installation  programs.  This  number  includes  a  back¬ 
log  of  about  464,000  cooperators,  owning  or  operating  some  173  million 
acres,  who  have  not  as  yet  been  assisted  in  the  development  of  con¬ 
servation  plans  for  their  land. 

The  major  part  of  the  soil  conservation  job  still  lies  ahead,  however. 
The  United  States  continues  to  suffer  heavy  soil  erosion  losses.  Some 
120  million  acres  are  endangered  seriously,  and  only  about  a  third 
of  our  land  is  safeguarded  adequately.  More  than  half  the  estimated 
$1.2  billion  average  annual  flood  water  and  sediment  damage  in  the 
United  States  occurs  on  the  headwater  streams  and  small  tributaries. 
And  sediment  causes  costly  damage  to  the  Nation’s  10,000  major  water 
storage  reservoirs.  The  amount  of  erosion-produced  sediment  dredged 
annually  from  our  rivers  and  harhors  exceeds  the  volume  of  earth 
dug  for  the  Panama  Canal. 

H.  Rept.  1335  O,  90-2 - i 
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Increased  farm  production  resulting  from  tremendous  advances  in 
science  and  technology  tends  to  obscure  the  fact  that,  to  meet  food  and 
fiber  needs  of  a  few  years  hence,  this  country  will  need  the  production 
equivalent  of  around  200  million  more  acres,  based  on  current  yields. 
Since  we  do  not  have  additional  acres  of  cropland  available  in  the 
Ignited  States,  this  production  must  come  largely  from  increased 
yields  on  existing  cropland.  This  is  in  the  face  of  continuing  annual 
losses  of  some  400,000  acres  of  cropland  because  of  erosion,  and  three 
times  that  amount  each  year  through  conversion  of  good  farming  land 
to  urban  and  industrial  uses. 

Nearly  one-fourth  of  the  people  of  the  Nation  face  problems  of  water 
shortage,  poor  water,  or  both.  The  rate  of  water  use  predicted  for 
1980  is  nearly  twice  what  it  was  in  1955.  In  some  areas  of  this  country 
we  are  already  finding  that  expansion  of  population  and  industry  is 
limited  by  the  lack  of  adequate  sources  of  water. 

During  our  budget  hearings  on  the  1969  budget  this  year,  the 
Administrator  of  tlie  Soil  Conservation  Service  outlined  the  future 
needs  for  resource  conservation  in  the  following  words  (paffes  150- 
151,  part  I) :  &  ^ 

In  its  report  “Resources  in  Action,  Agriculture/2000”  is¬ 
sued  in  1967,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  pointed  up  the 
dirnensions  of  the  requirements  on  land  and  water  resources 
which  underscore  the  urgency  of  conservation  action.  By  then 
we  expect  to  see:  food  needs  almost  doubled;  wood  product 
needs  about  doubled ;  water  needs  for  municipal  use  doubled ; 
for  manufacturing  use,  quadrupled ;  outdoor  recreational 
land  requirements  more  than  doubled ;  irrigation  withdrawals 
of  water  up  50  percent;  twice  as  much  land  used  for  homes, 
schools,  factories,  and  other  urban  purposes ;  8  million  more 
acres  of  land  used  for  reservoirs ;  5  million  more  acres  of  land 
used  for  wildlife  refuges;  and  4  million  more  acres  of  land 
used  for  transportation. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

Through  the  years,  the  agricultural  conservation  program  has  been 
the  Federal  Government’s  principal  economic  stimulus  to  farmers  and 
ranchers  to  voluntarily  apply  needed  conservation  measures.  It  is  used 
m  all  agricultural  counties  in  the  50  States,  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin 
Islands.  Conservation  practices  were  carried  out  under  this  program 
in  1967  on  about  1  million  farms  and  ranches,  covering  nearly  400 
million  acres. 

Tliis  program  has  served  the  Nation  well  for  a  quarter  of  a  century. 
It  has  helped  to  meet  the  public  responsibility  for  protecting  and  con¬ 
serving  the  soil,  water  and  woodland  resources  of  the  Nation.  The  ac¬ 
complishments  of  this  program  have  been  significant.  During  the  30 
years  from  1936  to  1966,  stripcropping  has  been  established  on  over  112 
million  acres  of  cropland,  and  nearly  30  million  acres  have  been  ter¬ 
raced.  Over  1.9  million  storage  dams  and  reservoirs  of  various  types 
and  sizes  have  been  built,  and  over  53  million  acres  have  been  protected 
through  erosion  control  and  water  conservation. 
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During  this  period,  this  program  has  stimulated  twice  as  much 
economic  activity  as  the  amount  of  Federal  funds  spent,  since  the 
farmer  puts  up  about  half  the  cost  of  the  practices,  plus  his  labor. 
The  per  capita  annual  cost  is  about  $1.40.  The  per  farm  cost  is  around 
$200  and  the  investment  per  acre  of  farmland  is  around  65  cents. 

During  our  hearings  this  year  on  the  1969  budget,  the  Administra¬ 
tor  of  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  made 
the  following  significant  statement  concerning  this  program  (page 
204,  part  III)  : 

Farmers’  requests  under  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  each  year  for  the  past  several  years  have  been  more  than 
three  times  the  available  funds  that  we  had  for  cost  sharing. 

We  know  from  past  history  that  the  conservation  work  was 
not  being  accomplished  before  we  began  the  cost-sharing 
method  that  really  started  in  1936.  We  also  know  from  past 
history  of  other  nations  throughout  the  world  that  conser¬ 
vation  of  the  land  as  such  was  never  accomplished  or  never 
undertaken  or  never  adequately  accomplished.  We  somehow 
or  other  came  forth.  Congress  in  its  wisdom  came  forth,  in 
1936  with  an  incentive  concept  which  provided  to  farmers  a 
means  of  accomplishing  conservation.  Congress  in  effect  said 
it  is  in  the  public  interest  that  we  keep  this  soil  of  ours  produc¬ 
tive  and  that  we  keep  the  land  that  is  being  farmed  in  a  pro¬ 
ductive  state. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION  AND  FLOOD  PRE^T:NTION 

Flood  prevention  work  on  the  11  original  watersheds  was  initiated 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944.  Work  has  been  in  process  under  the 
supervision  of  the  Department  since  that  time.  This  committee  has  fre¬ 
quently  provided  more  funds  than  requested  for  this  purpose  and  has 
consistently  urged  the  Department  to  speed  up  construction  to  pre¬ 
vent  continued  loss  of  soil  and  water  and  to  save  money  in  view  of 
steadily  increasing  construction  costs. 

Recognizing  the  value  of  this  upstream  w^atershed  approach  to  our 
conservation  efforts,  and  realizing  the  need  for  such  work  throughout 
the  entire  United  States,  the  committee  initiated  the  watershed  pro¬ 
tection  program  in  1954  by  adding  $5  million  not  requested  in  the 
budget  to  initiate  conservation  work  on  about  60  pilot  demonstra¬ 
tion  projects  in  various  areas  of  the  country.  This  program  was  so 
well  received  and  proved  so  successful  that  Public  Law  566  was  adopted 
the  following  year  to  establish  a  permanent  upstream  Avatershed  pro¬ 
gram  on  a  nationwide  basis. 

Since  that  time,  there  has  been  a  tremendous  groAvth  in  local  de¬ 
mand  for  planning  and  construction  assistance  under  the  Public  Law 
566  watershed  protection  program.  As  of  June  30,  1967,  the  number 
of  applications  for  planning  received  from  local  organizations  totaled 
2,653.  These  applications  covered  194,069,500  acres  in  49  States  and 
Puerto  Rico.  As  of  June  30, 1967,  a  total  of  1,311  applications  has  been 
approved  for  planning  since  the  inception  of  the  program,  and  1,017 
remained  to  be  planned.  The  rest  haA^e  been  cancelled  or  completed.  A 
total  of  817  projects  were  approved  for  construction  as  of  June  30, 1967, 
Avith  658  projects  still  uncompleted. 
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RESTORATION  OF  CONSERVATION  FUNDS 

A  comparison  of  the  1968  appropriations  and  1969  budget  estimates 
for  the  soil  conservation  programs  of  the  Department  follows : 


SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 


1968 

1969 

Increase  (+)  or 
decrease  (— ) 

Conservation  operations 

Watershed  planning _ 

_  $113,500,000 

fi  nnn  nnn 

$116,313, 000 
6,224,000 
42,148, 000 

12, 395,  OOO 
13,414, 000 

6, 474,000 

-t-2,813, 000 
-1-224, 000 
-28,255,000 
-13,358,000 
-2, 922, 000 
-t-345, 000 

Watershed  protection _ 

Flood  prevention _ 

Great  Plains  conservation  program. 

Resource  conservation  and  development 

_  70',  403',  000 

_  25,753,000 

_  16, 336, 000 

-  6,129,000 

Total,  SCS _ 

.  238,121,000 

196, 968, 000 

-41,153,000 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

Program  authorization.. . 

Liquidating  appropriation _ 

-  220, 000, 000 

$100, 000,000 
195,  500, 000 

-120,000, 000 
-24,  500, 000 

A  majority  of  the  members  of  the  committee  are  opposed  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  reductions  in  the  various  conservation  programs  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  The  large  number  of  communications  received  from  Members 
of  Congress  on  both  sides  of  the  Capitol,  as  well  as  many  non-Govern- 
ment  individuals  and  organizations,  Avould  indicate  that  this  position 
has  wide  support  throughout  the  Nation. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  has  provided  funds  to  continue  these 
conservation  programs  at  or  close  to  the  operating  levels  approved  by 
Congress  for  fiscal  year  1968.  These  restorations  are  based  on  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  belief  that  we  must  continue  our  natioiiAvide  conservation 
efforts  to  avoid  the  fate  of  the  countries  of  Asia  and  Africa  which 
are  dependent  on  the  United  States  for  a  major  portion  of  their  food 
supplies.  The  committ^  has  reduced  funds  requested  in  the  1969 
budget  for  sales  for  foreign  currencies  and  donations  under  Public  Law 
480  by  over  $618  million — nearly  four  times  as  much  as  the  amount 
restored  for  the  preservation  of  the  natural  resources  of  our  own 
Nation. 

Work  on  the  11  major  watersheds  under  the  flood  prevention  appro¬ 
priation  is  far  behind  a  satisfactory  and  economical  rate  of  progress. 
"When  these  projects  were  authorized  in  1944,  it  was  estimated  that 
they  Avould  take  about  15  years  to  complete.  In  1968,  some  24  years 
later,  the  work  on  these  projects  is  only  55  percent  complete  on  the  av¬ 
erage.  The  proposed  1969  rate  of  obligation  would  extend  the  comple¬ 
tion  date  even  farther  into  the  future.  On  this  basis,  the  date  of  com¬ 
pletion  for  one  of  the  major  Avatersheds  Avould  be  1989 — 21  years  in  the 
future.  At  the  1967  level  of  operation,  this  project  could  be  completed 
9  years  earlier.  With  ever-advancing  construction  costs,  earlier  com¬ 
pletion  would  be  a  substantial  saving  to  the  taxpayers. 

The  figures  presented  for  the  Public  Law  566  watershed  protection 
program  show  that  by  June  30,  1968  there  will  be  an  estimated  1,077 
projects  awaiting  planning  and  693  projects  still  under  construction. 
Testimony  presented  to  the  committee  indicates  that  the  local  sponsors 
of  these  projects  are  anxious  to  moA^e  ahead  at  a  much  faster  rate. 
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In  some  cases,  delays  in  obtaining  local  easements  and  funds  have  been 
overcome  and  the  local  organizations  are  fully  equipped  to  proceed. 
In  other  cases,  project  sponsors  have  already  assumed  financial  obliga¬ 
tions  to  provide  such  easements  and  funds,  only  to  find  that  Federal 
funds  are  being  withheld,  despite  Government  assurances  that  their 
projects  would  proceed  at  a  normal  rate. 

Data  included  by  the  Department  on  pages  17F-177  of  part  I  of 
our  1969  hearings  show  that  a  total  of  66  local  sponsors  have  obligated 
themselves  financially  and  are  ready  to  meet  their  share  of  resources 
needed  to  proceed  with  those  projects.  Tables  on  pages  178-184  of 
these  same  hearings  list  an  additional  223  projects  agreements  which 
will  be  ready  for  signature  by  June  30,  1968,  even  though  funds  made 
available  by  the  executive  branch  for  1968  are  inadequate  to  proceed 
with  such  projects.  The  appropriations  proposed  for  this  program 
in  the  1969  budget  are  even  more  restrictive. 

These  executive  branch  actions  are  not  only  incompatible  with  the 
best  interests  of  this  Nation,  but  they  are  inconsistent  Avith  the  state¬ 
ments  and  pronouncements  of  the  leaders  of  that  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  In  a  speech  to  the  natural  resources  committees  of  the  U.S. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  on  February  2,  1968,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  stated: 

It  is  no  secret  that  Ave  are  facing  an  environmental  crisis. 

It  affects  every  one  of  the  basic  elements  of  the  biosphere- 
air,  earth  and  water,  and  every  one  of  us. 

In  this  same  speech  he  stated: 

That  brings  us  to  the  oldest  of  all  water  pollutants — one 
that  was  around  long  before  man  came  on  the  scene — silt 
and  sediment.  The  cost  of  sediment  in  our  reservoirs  alone 
is  $100  million  a  year.  Sediment  ruins  recreational  lakes, 
kills  fish,  costs  millions  in  taxes  for  dredging  and  filtering, 
and  carries  other  pollutants  into  the  water.  Total  yearly  silt 
pollution  damage  is  in  excess  of  $346  million. 

He  also  made  the  following  significant  statement : 

Soil  is  going  to  wind  up  someAvhere.  It’s  a  solid  part  of 
our  environment.  That  leads  me  to  a  rhetorical  question :  Is 
it  better,  through  erosion  control  measures,  to  pay  a  little 
bit  to  keep  useful  soil  on  the  land — or  is  it  better  to  pay 
a  great  deal  more  at  the  other  end  of  the  line,  and  dredge 
that  soil  out  of  some  river  or  reservoir?  The  comparative 
costs  are  1  to  20.  That  is,  it  averages  20  times  as  much  to 
dredge  sediment  out  of  Avater,  as  it  would  have  cost  to  keep 
it  as  soil  on  the  land,  leaving  aside  the  productive  loss  to  the 
farmer  from  his  lost  topsoil. 

At  his  Second  Amiual  Farm  Policy  and  Rural  Life  Conference  on 
March  25,  1968,  the  President  is  reported  to  have  made  the  folloAving 
significant  statement : 

So  many  times  when  I  have  read  these  reports  on  our  cities, 
and  I  have  seen  the  wreckage  on  the  television  film  at  night  or 
our  toAvns  burning,  I  have  just  wondered  if  we  could  have  just 
spent  a  small  proixirtion  of  the  money  that  we’re  going  to  have 
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to  spend  now  in  those  cities,  in  lielping  to  keep  the  people 
wliere  they  could  live  on  the  farm,  liow  much  better  it  Avould 
be. 

DIVERSION  OF  FUNDS 

The  conference  reiiort  on  tlie  1968  appropriations  bill  called  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  gTow'ing  practice  in  the  executive  branch  of  financing  a 
])oition  of  the  cost  of  various  special  boards,  councils,  and  comniissions 
created  b}"  Executive  action  from  assessments  made  against  apjiropria- 
tions  provided  for  specific  programs  and  jirojects  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  It  pointed  out  that  in  nine  instances  during  the  previ¬ 
ous  year,  funds  appropriated  by  Congress  for  specific  programs  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  were  transferred  to  finance  such  outside 
organizations.  It  stated : 

In  the  opinion  of  the  conferees,  this  practice  results  in 
duplication  and  overlapping,  permits  the  establishment  of  less 
essential  programs  at  the  expense  of  more  valuable  activities, 
and  therefore  should  be  discontinued.  Each  such  proposed 
diversion  of  funds  should  have  prior  review  and  appmval  of 
Congress. 

The  authority  cited  by  the  executive  branch  for  this  jiractice  is  sec¬ 
tion  214  of  the  Independent  Offices  Appropriation  Act  of  1946.  There 
is  nothing  to  indicate  this  provision  was  to  have  general  application. 
Thus,  we  have  provided  a  restriction  on  further  use  of  such  authority. 

Since  the  adoption  of  the  conference  report  in  October,  1967,  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  called  on  the  Department  on  a  number  of 
occasions  to  provide  funds  for  councils  and  commissions  not  directly 
related  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  The  committee  has  no  record 
of  advance  congressional  approval  of  these  additional  assessments 
against  funds  iirovided  for  the  regular  activities  of  the  Department, 
as  required  by  the  conference  rejiort  language  quoted  above. 

In  order  to  make  certain  that  the  executive  branch  follows  the  con¬ 
gressional  directives  on  this  matter,  the  1969  agriculture  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  carries  language  to  prohibit  unauthorized  diversions  of  funds 
provided  by  Congress  for  specific  projects  and  programs.  This  proid- 
sion,  which  is  found  in  section  508  of  the  general  provisions,  reads  as 
follows  : 

None  of  the  funds  in  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  finance 
interdepartmental  boards,  commissions,  councils,  committees, 
or  similar  groups  under  section  214  of  the  Independent  Offices 
Appropriation  Act,  1946  (31  U.S.C.  691)  which  do  not  have 
prior  and  specific  congressional  approval  of  such  method  of 
financial  support. 

Title  I — General  Activities 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

The  Agricultural  Eesearch  Service  was  established  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  on  November  2,  1953,  under  the  authority  of  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1949  (5  U.S.C.  133z— 15),  the  Reorganization 
1  Ian  No.  2  of  1953,  and  other  authorities.  It  conducts  cost-of-produc- 
tion,  utilization,  nutrition,  marketing,  and  consumer  use  research, 
plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control  and  eradication  activities. 

1  he  Administrator  of  this  Service  is  also  responsible  for  the  coordina- 
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tion  of  all  research  of  the  Department.  The  Service  also  carries  out 
emerfiency  programs,  when  necessary,  for  the  control  and  eradication 
of  animal  diseases  and  for  the  control  of  emergency  outbreaks  of 
insects  and  diseases. 

The  Service  directs  research  beneficial  to  the  United  States  which 
can  be  advantageously  conducted  in  foreign  countries  through  agree¬ 
ments  with  foreign  research  institutions  and  universities.  This  pro¬ 
gram  is  carried  out  under  the  authority  of  sections  104(b)  (1)  and  (3) 
of  Public  Law  480,  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended. 

IicHearcli. — The  bill  includes  an  appropriation  of  $125,972,500,  plus 
a  transfer  of  $15,000,000  from  section  32  funds,  for  the  coming  fiscal 
year.  The  api^ropriation  recommended  is  the  same  as  was  provided  for 
fiscal  year  1967.  It  is  a  decrease  of  $10,300,600  in  the  budget  request 
and  is  $10,803,000  below  the  1968  appropriation. 

The  increases  and  decreases  as  compared  to  available  funds  for  fiscal 
year  1968  are  as  follows : 


Appropriation  Act,  1968 _ .$136,  775,  500 

Transfers : 

From  section  32  for  research  projects _  -|-15,  000, 000 

From  CCC  for  cotton  research _  +275,  000 

To  GSA  for  rent _  —4, 400 

To  pest  control  for  pay  costs _  —1,  826,  £)00 

To  other  agencies  for  pa.v  costs _  —3,  451, 000 


Adjusted  base _  146,  769, 100 


Increases  and  decreases  approved  : 

To  annualize  pa.v  costs _  -f  1, 360,  000 

Activities  discontinued  in  1968 _  —1,  265.  500 

Nonrecurring  plans  and  construction _  —4, 350,  000 

Lapses  from  1968  reductions _  —2,  668,  000 

Restore  1968  deferrals  (partial  restoration) _  -1-1,126,  900 


Net  decrease _  —5,  796,  600 


Total  for  1969 _  140,972,500 

Less :  Transfer  from  section  32 _ —15,  (KX),  000 


Total  in  bill  for  1969 _  125, 972,  500 


The  amount  recommended  includes  the  full  funds  requested  to  an¬ 
nualize  the  pay  increases  in  fiscal  year  1969.  It  also  provides  $1,126,900 
to  reinstate  the  most  essential  research  activities  deferred  in  fiscal  year 
1968.  Of  highest  priority  is  the  utilization  of  new  research  facilities 
which  have  been  constructed  with  funds  provided  in  previous  years 
and  are  now  ready  for  operation.  In  view  of  the  lack  of  funds,  how¬ 
ever,  no  additional  money  has  been  provided  for  new  planning  or  con¬ 
struction  projects  in  fiscal  year  1969. 

Within  the  funds  provided,  the  Dejiartment  is  directed  to  give  spe¬ 
cial  attention  to  the  following  urgent  needs : 

(1)  A  survey  of  the  wheat  rust  problem  in  Montana  looking  to¬ 
ward  increased  testing  and  selection  of  rust  resistant  varieties  for 
production  in  that  area. 

(2)  The  continuation  of  a  contractual  arrangement  for  sugar 
cane  refining  research  on  the  manufacture  and  use  of  sugar  cane. 
Also,  additional  research  on  root  maggots  and  disease  resistant 
varieties  of  su^arbeets  is  essential  to  the  future  of  this  important 
segment  of  agriculture. 
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(3)  Reconsideration  of  the  elimination  of  research  on  improved 
work  methods,  equipment  and  layout  for  efficient  food  handling 
during  wholesaling  and  retailing.  This  work  is  highly  important 
to  the  maintenance  of  competition  between  small  and  large  organi¬ 
zations.  The  larger  chainstores  can  afford  to  do  this  type  of  re¬ 
search,  but  the  smaller  retailers  and  wholesalers  do  not  have  the 
financial  ability  to  keep  pace  without  some  Federal  research  of 
this  type. 

(4)  Increased  research  on  improving  plant  sources  of  protein 
of  corn,  wheat  and  rice.  Plants  offer  significant  possibilities  as  a 
means  to  increase  both  quantity  and  quality  of  proteins  to  meet 
the  challenge  of  the  rapidly  expanding  food  needs  throughout  the 
wmrld. 

(5)  A  feasibility  study  of  a  proposal  of  the  Pan  American 
Tung  Research  and  Development  League  for  fundamental  and 
developmental  research  on  tung  oil  and  its  basic  oleostearic  acid 
constituent. 

(6)  Expansion  of  the  planning  authorized  last  year  for  the 
Grasslands  Restoration  Center  so  as  to  combine  the  additional 
Federal  research  in  the  Temple,  Texas  area  into  one  facility. 

The  amount  provided  includes  as  a  direct  appropriation  $275,000  for 
research  which  was  provided  in  fiscal  year  1968  as  a  transfer  from  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  Of  this  amount,  $170,000  is  to  be  al¬ 
located  to  the  Southern  TTilization  Laboratory,  including  $100,000  for 
continuation  of  a  research  contract  with  Texas  Tech  University  in  fiscal 
year  1969.  The  balance  of  $105,000  is  to  be  used  to  continue  research  on 
automated  cotton  classing. 

In  the  completion  of  the  present  addition  to  the  National  Sedi¬ 
mentation  Laboratory,  the  committee  expects  proper  equipment  and 
facilities  to  be  installed  to  conduct  research  on  sedimentation  and  all 
other  pollutants  so  as  to  meet  the  nationwide  need  for  research  in  all 
aspects  of  pollution  of  our  rivers,  streams,  reservoirs,  and  harbors. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  began  as  a  research  institution.  One 
of  the  moving  forces  behind  the  amazing  evolution  in  American 
agriculture  has  been  our  progress  in  agricultural  science  and  tech- 
nologv".  Many  of  these  advances  have  begun  with  the  agricultural  re¬ 
search  carried  on  cooperatively  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  the  State  experiment  stations,  supplemented  by  industrial  re¬ 
search.  It  has  been  through  research  that  fewer  and  fewer  people  have 
been  able  to  furnish  our  food  and  fiber. 

One  of  the  major  problems  of  the  research  programs  of  the  De¬ 
partment  is  to  keep  ahead  of  research  needs.  The  research  programs 
must  anticipate  future  problems  and  devise  ways  to  solve  them  before 
they  emerge.  Much  of  the  research  being  done  today  will  not  begin 
to  influence  agriculture  for  another  10  to  15  years.  Research  admin¬ 
istrators  must  foresee  what  future  conditions  will  be — judging  from 
present  information — and  develop  answers  that  will  be  needed  in  the 
future. 

Tlie  committee  has  supported  the  research  programs  of  the  De¬ 
partment  through  the  years.  It  has  provided  funds  each  year  as  fully 
as  could  be  justified  within  the  financial  limits  of  the  Federal  budget. 
F nnds  provided  for  such  research  have  proved  to  be  a  sound  investment. 

Research  appro])riations  have  increased  steadily  as  research  has 
continued  to  demonstrate  its  A’aluable  contribution  to  the  growth  of 
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fhe  national  economy  and  the  rising  standard  of  living  of  the  people 
of  this  country.  During  the  past  oO  years,  the  research  funds  of  the 
Department  have  increased  from  $20.4  million  in  1932  to  an  estimated 
$276  million  for  1968.  (Note:  These  figures  include  all  research  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Department,  including  six  agencies  in  addition  to  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service.) 

A  summary  table  of  the  increases  in  research  funds  during  this 
period  follows : 

[Dollar  amounts  in  milllonsj 


Fiscal  year  Amount  Percent  increase 


1932 . .  $20.4  . 

1940 .  29. 0  40 

1950 .  58. 1  185 

1960 . 135.1  562 

1965 .  236.6  1,060 

1968 .  276.0  1,256 


Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control. — ^The  committee  recom¬ 
mends  an  appropriation  of  $85,298,500  for  the  next  fiscal  year,  a  de¬ 
crease  of  $3,349,000  in  the  budget  estimate  and  a  decrease  of  $503,500 
in  the  1968  appropriation.  The  amount  recommended  is  the  1968  actual 
obligation  level,  which  will  enable  the  continuation  of  the  disease  and 
pest  control  programs  at  the  present  operating  level,  is  believed  by 
the  Committee  to  be  all  that  will  be  matched  by  the  counties  and 
States  affected. 

For  fiscal  year  1968,  the  Congress  directed  the  Department  to  enforce 
the  Laboratory  Animal  Welfare  Act  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $1,200,000. 
We  have  continued  this  directive  for  fiscal  year  1969.  While  the  com¬ 
mittee  i^  disajDpointed  that  the  Department  has  not  moved  faster  on 
this  program  during  the  current  yeai‘,  the  Administrator  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service  reports  tliat  all  known  dealers,  183  in  num¬ 
ber,  have  been  inspected  at  least  onoo,  and  seme  have  been  visited 
several  times.  Also,  532  research  facilities  have  been  registered  and 
about  half  of  their  1,500  locations  have  been  inspected  at  least  once. 
To  date,  18  cases  have  been  found  to  not  be  in  compliance  and  nine  of 
these  have  been  referred  for  prosecution.  These  activities  have  involved 
the  full  time  of  three  veterinarians  and  four  supporting  personnel  in 
Washington  and  the  part-time  services  of  73  veterinarians,  41  livestock 
inspectors,  and  10  clerks  in  the  field. 

A  budget  increase  of  $50,700  was  proposed  for  1969  to  initiate  re¬ 
search  to  determine  the  need  for  exercise  of  animals  being  held  for 
laboratory  use.  The  committee  recognizes  that  space  for  exercise  should 
be  a  requirement.  The  Department  should  i^sue  the  necessary  directives 
and  regulations  based  on  information  already  available  on  this  sub¬ 
ject. 

Special  foreign  currency  program. — In  fiscal  year  li)58,  the  Depail- 
ment  initiated  a  research  program  abroad  utiMzing  foreign  currencies 
generated  by  the  sale  of  surplus  agricult u  al  commodities  under 
title  I  of  Public  Law  480.  Originally  confined  to  market  development 
iTsearch  authorized  by  section  104(b)(1)  of  Public  Law  480,  as 
amended,  the  program  was  subsequently  "xjjunded  to  include  agricul¬ 
tural  and  forestry  research  under  section  104(b)(3)  of  the  law,  as 
amended.  It  now  involves  work  in  the  following  .general  areas;  Farm 
research,  utilization  research,  marketing  research,  forestiy  research, 
agricultural  economics  research,  and  human  nutrition  research. 
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This  research  is  conducted  with  local  currencies  in  countries  in  which 
the  Ihiited  States  has  foreign  currency  available  in  excess  of  normal 
U.S.  requirements.  The  dollars  appropriated  for  this  purpose  are  used 
to  purchase  these  excess  currencies  from  the  Treasury  Department. 
Since  the  dollars  remain  in  the  ITnited  States,  and  since  this  country 
ovns  large  amounts  of  excess  currencies  in  some  15  countries,  their 
use  for  research  and  market  development  purposes  appears  fully 
justified. 

An  appropriation  of  $4,500,000  is  included  in  the  bill  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year.  This  amount,  which  is  the  1967  appropriation  level,  is  a 
reduction  of  $4  million  in  the  1968  appropriation,  and  $8,200,000  in 
the  1969  budget  request.  In  addition,  a  carryover  of  $341,000  of  prior- 
year  funds  will  be  available  in  1969. 

COOPERATIVE  STATE  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

The  Cooperative  State  Research  Service  was  established  by  Secre¬ 
tary’s  Memorandum  No.  1462  dated  July  19,  1961,  and  Supplement  1, 
dated  August  31,  1961,  under  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953. 
The  Service  carries  out  (1)  administration  of  the  Agricultural  Experi¬ 
ment  Stations  Act  of  August  11, 1955  (Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended)  , 
(2)  payments  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  (3)  grants  to 
nonprofit  institutions  for  support  of  basic  scientific  research  under  the 
act  approved  September  6,  1958,  (4)  grants  for  cooperative  forestry 
research  under  the  act  approved  October  10,  1962,  and  (5)  grants  for 
facilities  under  the  act  of  July  22, 1963. 

A  total  of  $58,958,000  is  provided  for  fiscal  year  1969.  This  is  a 
decrease  of  $3,221,000  in  the  1969  budget  estimate  and  is  $4,155,000 
below  the  1968  appropriation.  The  amount  approved  will  permit  the 
continuation  of  the  present  level  of  operation  for  the  various  programs 
of  this  agency. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Committee,  the  funds  provided  for  the  research 
and  extension  program  of  the  land-grant  universities  should  be  used 
to  maintain  the  Federal  share  of  salaries  on  a  basis  comparable  to 
those  of  other  Federal  employees.  Where  necessary,  this  should  be 
done  by  not  filling  vacancies. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

Cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  was  established  by  the 
act  of  May  8, 1914,  as  amended.  The  legislation  authorizes  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  to  give,  through  the  land-grant  colleges,  instruc¬ 
tion  and  practical  demonstrations  in  agriculture  and  home  economics 
and  related  subjects  and  to  encourage  the  application  of  such  informa¬ 
tion  by  means  of  demonstrations,  publications,  and  otherwise  to  persons 
not  attending^  or  resident  in  the  colleges.  Extension  educational  work 
IS  also  authorized  under  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 

State  and  county  extension  work  is  financed  from  Federal,  State, 
county,  and  local  sources.  These  funds  are  used  within  the  States 

county  agents,  home  demonstration  agents, 
4-H  Club  agents.  State  specialists,  and  others  who  conduct  the  joint 
educational  programs  adapted  to  local  problems  and  conditions. 
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Tlie  Federal  Extension  Service  provides  for  leadership,  counsel,  and 
assistance  to  the  50  States  and  Puerto  Rico.  This  staff,  which  is 
located  primarily  in  Washington,  serves  as  liaison  between  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  the  States,  provides  leadership  and  assistance 
to  the  States  in  the  conduct  of  the  program,  administers  Federal  laws 
authorizing  extension  work  and  coordinates  the  work  among  the  States, 
and  ])rovides  leadership  in  and  coordination  of  the  educational  phases 
of  all  programs  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department. 

The  following  appropriations  are  provided  for  the  various  programs 
of  the  Extension  Service : 


Payments  -to  States  and  Puerto  Rico _ $78,  532,  500 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agfents _  8,  818,  500 

Penalty  mail -  3,  290,  000 

Federal  Extension  Service _  2,  838,  000 


Total,  Extension  Service _  93, 488,  000 


The  amounts  included  in  the  bill  are  $3,114,000  less  than  appro¬ 
priated  for  fiscal  year  1968  and  $4,141,000  less  than  requested  for  fiscal 
year  1969.  They  provide  for  the  continuation  of  Federal  support  for 
extension  programs  at  the  present  funding  level. 

As  indicated  under  the  Cooperative  State  Research  Service,  the 
Federal  funds  should  be  used  to  maintain  salary  levels  on  a  basis  com¬ 
parable  to  other  Federal  employees,  by  not  filling  vacancies  where 
necessary. 

Last  year  the  Congress  provided  a  substantial  increase  for  4-H 
Club  activities.  In  its  report,  the  committee  stated : 

In  view  of  the  many  agencies  of  the  Department  and  the 
entire  Federal  Govei-nment  engaged  in  community  develop¬ 
ment  activities,  the  committee  feels  that  the  additional  funds 
can  be  used  most  effectively  in  programs  which  work  directly 
with  the  youth  of  this  Nation.  The  wholesome  effect  of  4— H 
Club  activities  has  been  so  beneficial  to  rural  youth  that  addi¬ 
tional  efforts  to  bring  4-H  programs  to  young  people  in  the 
congested  and  deprived  urban  areas  of  the  United  States 
would  make  an  invaluable  contribution  to  the  moral,  spiritual, 
and  economic  strength  of  this  Nation. 

In  the  light  of  recent  difficulties  in  many  of  the  major  cities  of  this 
country,  work  with  urban  and  rural  youth  is  even  more  important 
today.  The  committee  feels,  therefore,  that  the  Extension  Service 
should  give  increased  attention  to  the  4-H  Club  programs  of  the  Na¬ 
tion  during  the  coming  fiscal  year. 

FARJIER  C’OOPER.\TIVE  SERVICE 

The  Farmer  Cooperative  Service  was  established  following  the 
enactment  of  the  Farm  Credit  Act  of  1953  (Public  Law  202,  Aug.  6, 
1953),  which  transferred  the  research  and  technical  assistance  work  for 
farmers’  marketing,  purchasing,  and  service  cooperatives,  under  the 
Cooperative  Marketing  Act  of  1926  from  the  Farm  Credit  Adminis¬ 
tration  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

The  Service  conducts  research,  advisory,  and  educational  work  with 
cooperatives  on  problems  of  organization,  financing,  management 
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policies,  merchandising,  costs,  efficiency,  and  membership  to  help 
farmers  who  arc  members  of  such  organizations  improve  the  operations 
of  their  business.  It  cooperates  with  the  Extension  Service,  land- 
grant  colleges,  banks  for  cooperatives.  State  departments  of  agricul¬ 
ture,  and  other  agencies  to  bring  about  better  undei’standing  and 
application  of  sound  cooperative  principles  and  practices.  It  also 
advises  other  Federal  agencies  on  problems  relating  to  agricultural 
cooperatives. 

The  amount  recommended  for  fiscal  year  1969,  $1,341,000,  is  $507,000 
less  than  requested  for  fiscal  year  1969.  The  increase  of  $37,000  over 
fiscal  year  1968  covers  the  1968  portion  of  the  Pay  Act  costs  and  will 
permit  the  programs  of  this  agency  to  continue  at  the  present  operat¬ 
ing  level. 

The  Secretary  of  Agricultui-e  is  giving  increasing  encouragement  to 
farmers  to  organize  themselves  info  cooperatives  to  give  them  more 
•‘muscle”  in  the  marketplace.  While  this  approach  may  bring  some 
beneficial  results,  if  carried  out  in  a  fail-  and  reasonable  manner,  it 
must  be  handled  very  carefully,  since  a  very  real  danger  is  inherent 
in  attempting  to  control  the  supply  of  food  through  monopoly  prac¬ 
tices  or  centralization  of  bargaining  power. 

In  the  pursuit  of  these  objectives,  the  Secretary  should  give  full  rec¬ 
ognition  to  the  farm  programs  which  have  been  authorized  since  1935. 
Under  these  programs,  loans  could  be  obtained  on  storable  commodi¬ 
ties  to  enable  the  farmer  to  hold  them  for  the  most  favorable  market 
conditions.  He  could  surrender  them  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  where  market  conditions  warrant  such  action. 

The  section  32  program  provides  indirect  price  supports  to  the  pro¬ 
ducer  of  fruits,  vegetables,  meats,  and  other  perishable  or  nonstorable 
commodities  by  removing  surpluses  from  the  marketplaces  before  they 
depress  prices. 

These  long-established  and  time-tested  programs  have  worked  well 
in  the  past,  except  where  faulty  government  policy  held  U.S.  commodi¬ 
ties  off  world  markets.  There  is  much  reason  to  believe  that  the  orig¬ 
inal  program  of  loans  on  storable  commodities  and  purchases,  and 
diversion  of  surplus  perishable  commodities,  if  properly  operated,  re¬ 
mains  best  and  should  be  continued  in  preference  to  any  other  system 
l^roposed  to  date.  The  movement  to  strengthen  the  farmers’  bargain¬ 
ing  power  should  not  be  substituted  in  any  Avay  for  these  existing 
programs. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  Avas  established  by  the  act  of  April 
27,  1935.  It  assists  soil  conservation  districts  and  other  cooperators, 
Avatershed  groups,  and  Federal  and  State  agencies  having  related 
responsibilities  in  bringing  about  physical  adjustments  in  land  use 
that  will  conserve  soil  and  water  resources,  provide  for  agricultural 
production  on  a  sustained  basis,  and  reduce  damage  by  floods  and 
sedimentation.  Its  major  programs  are  as  folloAvs: 

(\)nservation  operations :  The  Service  produces  technical  help 
to  farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  50  States,  Puerto  Eico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands  in  carrying  out  locally  adapted  soil  and  Avater 
conservation  programs. 

Watershed  planning :  The  Service  has  general  responsibility  for 
making  investigations  and  surveys  of  proposed  Avatershed  projects 
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ill  rosiionse  to  requests  from  sponsoring  local  organizations  and 
for  assistance  in  the  development  of  watershed  work  plans. 

Watershed  protection:  The  Service  has  general  responsibility 
for  administration  of  the  watershed  protection  program  of  the 
Department,  established  by  Public  Law  566,  83d  Congress,  and 
the  development  of  its  guiding  principles  and  procedures. 

Flood  prevention :  The  Service  has  general  responsibility  for 
administration  of  the  flood  prevention  program,  and  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  Department’s  guiding  principles  and  procedures. 
The  program  is  conducted  in  the  11  major  watersheds  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944. 

Great  Plains  conservation :  The  Service  has  general  responsi¬ 
bility  for  administration  of  the  Great  Plains  conservation  pro¬ 
gram,  authorized  by  Public  Law  1021,  84th  Congress.  This 
program  provides  for  long-term  cost  sharing  under  contracts 
with  farmers  and  ranchers  in  designated  counties  of  the  10  Great 
I  Plains  States. 

Resource  conservation  and  development  activities:  The  Service 
has  general  responsibility  under  provisions  of  section  102,  title  I 
of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  for  developing  overall 
work  plans  for  resource  conservation  and  development  projects 
in  coojDeration  with  local  sponsors ;  to  help  develop  local  programs 
of  land  conservation  and  utilization;  to  assist  local  groups  and 
individuals  in  carrying  out  such  plans  and  programs ;  to  conduct 
surveys  and  investigations  relating  to  the  conditions  and  factors 
affecting  such  work  on  private  lands;  and  to  make  loans  to  project 
sponsors  for  conservation  and  development  purposes  and  to  in¬ 
dividual  operators  for  establishing  soil  and  water  conservation 
practices. 

Conservation  operations. — An  appropriation  of  $114,893,000  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill  for  fiscal  year  1969.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $1,420,000 
in  the  1969  budget  estimate.  The  increase  of  $1,393,000  over  the  fiscal 
year  1968  apiiropriation  will  cover  the  Pay  Act  increases  made  in  1968. 
The  amount  approved  is  the  1968  actual  funding  level,  after  the  Avith- 
drawal  of  funds  in  1968  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
k  The  amount  provided  for  this  activity  in  fiscal  year  1969  will  require 
'  some  reduction  in  man-years  next  year,  due  to  pay  increases  and  other 
higher  operating  costs.  This  should  be  more  than  offset,  however,  by 
the  additional  man-years  which  ivill  be  available  from  the  increased 
transfers  from  the  agricultural  conservation  program  on  the  basis  of 
the  restoration  of  the  full  $220  million  advance  authorization  for  1969 
proposed  in  this  bill. 

A  full  discussion  of  man’s  abuse  of  his  natural  resources  through 
the  annals  of  history,  the  soil  and  Avater  conservation  problems  facing 
this  Nation  noAv  and  in  the  future,  and  the  basis  for  the  committee 
recommendations  on  the  1969  funds  for  the  soil  and  Avater  conservation 
programs  of  the  Department,  will  be  found  earlier  in  this  report, 
pages  22-29. 

Watershed  programs. — The  Avatershed  improvement  programs  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  Avere  initiated  by  the  authorization  of 
planning  and  works  of  improvement  on  the  original  11  major  Avater- 
sheds  covered  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944.  In  1953,  this  com¬ 
mittee  provided  $5  million  in  the  1954  appropriation  act,  Avithout  a 
prior  budget  estimate,  to  authorize  62  small  “pilot”  Avatershed  proj- 
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ects  to  promote  national  interest  in  small  upstream  watershed  control. 
These  pilot  projects  were  a  tremendous  success.  The  following  year, 
Congress  enacted  Public  Law  566,  83d  Congress,  which  placed  this 
program  on  a  permanent  basis.  Also,  under  authority  of  section  8  of 
this  same  act  (as  amended)  loans  to  local  organizations  were  author¬ 
ized  to  help  defray  a  portion  of  the  local  share  of  the  cost  of  watershed 
protection  and  flood  prevention  projects.  These  programs  are  now 
financed  through  two  appropriations  included  in  this  bill  for  Public 
Law’  566  projects  designated  as  “watershed  planning”  and  “watershed 
protection,”  and  through  a  separate  appropriation,  “flood  prevention,” 
which  covers  the  11  original  major  watersheds. 

For  watershed  flanning^  the  1968  actual  operating  level  of  $6,165,- 
000  is  recommended.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $59,000  in  the  1969  budget 
re(juest.  The  increase  of  $165,000  over  the  1968  approjDriation  is  re¬ 
quired  to  meet  Pay  Act  increases  approved  in  fiscal  year  1968.  The 
level  of  100  new  planning  starts  which  has  been  approved  by  Congress 
for  the  past  3  years  is  approved  again  for  fiscal  year  1969. 

For  %oatershed  'protection^  a  new’  appropriation  of  $65  million,  plus 
an  estimated  canyover  of  $6,715,000,  is  provided  for  the  next  fiscal 
year.  Tliis  will  enable  the  program  to  be  continued  at  about  the  1968 
authorized  level.  The  committee  has  restored  the  proposed  budget  cut 
for  this  program  because  of  its  belief  that  we  must  continue  our  na¬ 
tionwide  conservation  efforts  to  avoid  the  fate  of  the  countries  of  Asia 
and  Africa  w’fiioh  are  dependent  on  the  United  States  for  a  major 
portion  of  their  food  suj)plies. 

As  of  June  30,  1968,  there  w  ill  be  some  693  projects  under  construc¬ 
tion,  plus  an  additional  117  expected  to  be  ready  for  construction. 
The  previous  level  of  80  new  construction  starts  is  approved  again  for 
1969. 

As  pointed  out  earlier  in  this  report,  testimony  presented  to  the 
committee  indicates  that  the  local  sponsors  of  these  projects  are  anx¬ 
ious  to  move  ahead  at  a  much  faster  rate,  and  delays  in  obtaining  local 
easements  and  funds  have  been  overcome  and  many  local  organizations 
are  fully  equipped  to  proceed.  In  other  cases,  project  sponsors  have 
already  assumed  financial  obligations  to  provide  sudi  easements  and 
funds,  only  to  find  tliat  Federal  funds  are  being  withheld,  despite 
Government  assurances  that  their  projects  woidd  proceed  at  a  normal 
rate. 

As  previously  mentioned,  a  total  of  66  local  sponsors  have  obligated 
themselves  financially  and  are  ready  to  meet  their  share  of  resources 
needed  to  proceed  with  those  projects.  In  addition,  there  are  223 
projects  agreements  which  will  be  ready  for  signature  by  June  30, 
1968,  even  though  funds  made  available  by  the  executive  branch  for 
1968  have  been  inadequate  to  proceed  with  such  projects. 

For  -flood  prevention^  an  appropriation  of  $20  million,  plus  an 
estimated  carryover  of  $5,800,000  is  proposed  for  fiscal  year  1969.  This 
will  fund  the  program  at  approximately  the  1968  authorized  level. 

The  restoration  of  the  j^roposed  budget  reduction  for  this  program 
is  based  on  the  factors  outlined  earlier  in  tliis  report.  As  pointed  out 
i:)re\’ious]y,  work  on  the  11  major  watersheds  under  this  program  is  far 
behind  a  satisfactoiy  and  economical  rate  of  progress.  When  these 
projects  were  authorized  in  1944,  it  Avas  estimated  that  they  w’ould 
take  about  15  years  to  complete.  In  1968,  some  24  years  later,  the  work 
is  only  55  percent  complete  on  the  average.  The  proposed  1969  rate  of 
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obligation  would  extend  the  completion  date  even  further  into  the 
future.  On  this  basis,  for  example,  the  date  of  completion  for  one  of 
the  major  watersheds  would  be  1989 — 21  years  in  the  future.  At  the 
1968  level  of  operation,  this  project  could  be  completed  9  years  earlier. 
With  ever-advancing  construction  costs,  earlier  completion  would  be  a 
;  substantial  saving  to  the  taxpayers. 

Great  Plains  conservation  program. — ^The  Great  Plains  conserva¬ 
tion  program  was  authorized  under  Public  Law  1021,  84th  Congress 
(16  U.S.C.  590p),  to  provide  farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  critically 
erodible  areas  of  the  Great  Plains  with  assured  conservation  cost 
sharing  and  technical  assistance.  The  program  is  designed  to  protect, 
improve,  and  conserve  the  soil,  water,  plant,  and  Avildlife  resources  of 
this  vast  agricultural  area  and  help  to  stabilize  its  economy.  The  Avork 
supplements  other  soil  and  water  conservation  programs  and  activities 
in  counties  designated  by  the  Secretary.  It  is  also  coordinated  with 
the  programs  and  objectives  of  locally  managed  conservation  dis- 
^  tricts.  State  agencies,  and  community  groups. 

The  bill  includes  an  appropriation  of  $16  million  for  fiscal  year 
1969.  This  amount  Avill  fund  this  program  at  close  to  the  1968  appro¬ 
priation  level. 

The  increase  of  $2,586,000  in  the  budget  estimate  is  based  on  the 
urgent  need  for  additional  conservation  work  in  the  “dust  bowl”  area 
of  the  Great  Plains  States.  Also,  the  number  of  unserviced  applications 
continues  to  increase — from  4,649  in  1967,  to  6,374  in  1968,  and  7,774  in 
1969.  The  following  table  indicates  the  facts : 


Explanation 


Applications  for  assistance  received: 

Current  fiscal  year . 

Cumulative  to  June  30 . . 

Contracts  signed ; 

Current  fiscal  year . . . 

Cumulative  to  June  30_ . 

Acreage  in  contracts: 

Current  fiscal  year _ 

Cumulative  to  June  30 . . 

Unserviced  applications: 

Number . . 

Acreage . 


1967  actual 

1968  estimate 

1969  estimate 

4,809 

4,679 

4,500 

32,521 

37,200 

41,700 

4,069 

2,954 

3,100 

27,872 

30, 826 

33,926 

5,795,204 

3,814, 032 

4,418,000 

51,185,968 

55,000, 000 

59,418,000 

4,649 

6,374 

7,774 

11,414,498 

15,300, 000 

18, 000, 000 

Resource  conservation  and  development. — This  program,  Avhich  was 
authorized  by  section  102  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962 
(Public  Law  87-703),  provides  for  technical  assistance  in  planning 
and  carrying  out  land  conservation  and  land  utilization  projects  in 
selected  areas.  Although  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  is  responsible 
for  administering  the  work  of  this  program,  it  is  carried  on  coopera¬ 
tively  Avith  other  Federal  agencies  and  departments.  State  and  local 
agencies,  and  sponsoring  organizations.  Other  agencies  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  share  in  the  work  of  these  projects  in  accordance 
Avith  their  regularly  assigned  function.  Governing  bodies  of  soil  con¬ 
servation  districts,  in  cooperation  with  other  interested  committees 
or  groups,  are  expected  to  provide  local  project  sponsorship.  These 
projects  will  usually  be  in  areas  where  acceleration  of  conservation 
activities  is  required  to  provide  additional  economic  opportunities  to 
the  residents  of  a  single  district,  or  parts  of  several  adjoining  districts, 
or  other  geographic  planning  units  within  a  land  resource  area. 
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An  appropriation  of  $6,256,000  is  recommended  for  fiscal  year  1969, 
While  this  is  a  reduction  of  $218,000  in  the  1969  budget  request,  it 
provides  an  increase  of  $127,000  over  1968  to  cover  Pay  Act  costs 
incurred  in  that  year.  This  will  enable  the  program  to  continue  next 
year  at  the  current  operating  level, 

ECONOMIC  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

The  Economic  Research  Service  was  established  by  Secretary’s 
Memorandum  No,  1446,  Supplement  No,  1,  of  April  3,  1961,  under 
Reorganization  Plan  No,  2  of  1953,  and  other  authorities.  The 
Service  develops  and  carries  out  a  program  of  economic  research 
designed  to  benefit  farmers  and  the  general  public.  The  findings  of 
this  research  are  made  available  to  farmers  and  others  through  research 
reports  and  through  economic  outlook  and  situation  reports  on  major 
commodities,  the  national  economy,  and  the  international  economy. 

The  1968  actual  funding  level  of  $12,789,000  is  proposed  to  continue 
the  activities  of  this  agency  at  the  current  operating  level  in  fiscal  year 
1969,  This  is  a  reduction  of  $1,175,000  in  the  1969  budget  estimate.  The 
increase  of  $368,000  over  1968  is  provided  to  meet  the  Pay  Act  costs 
incurred  in  1968, 

STATISTICAL  REPORTING  SERVICE 

The  Statistical  Reporting  Service  Avas  established  by  Secretary’s 
Memorandum  No,  1446,  Supplement  1,  of  April  3,  1961,  under  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No,  2  of  1953,  and  other  authorities.  The  Service  Avas 
created  to  give  coordinated  leadership  to  the  statistical  reporting  re¬ 
search  and  service  programs  of  the  Department.  It  proAudes  a  channel 
for  the  orderly  floAv  of  statistical  intelligence  about  the  agricultural 
economy  of  this  country.  The  primary  responsibilities  of  this  Service 
are  the  nationwide  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  coordination  and  im¬ 
provement  in  the  Department’s  statistical  program  requirements,  and 
special  surveys  of  market  potentials  for  agricultural  products. 

The  bill  includes  $14,184,500  for  the  next  fiscal  year,  a  decrease  of 
$489,500  in  the  1969  budget  request.  The  increase  over  1968  provides 
an  additional  $405,000  for  1968  Pay  Act  costs,  less  a  nonrecurring  cost 
of  $51,000  for  parity  index  revisions.  The  appropriation  recommended 
Avill  permit  operations  in  1969  to  continue  at  the  present  level  in  fiscal 
year  1968. 

CONSUMER  AND  MARKETING  SERVICE 

The  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service  Avas  established  February  8, 
1965.  Its  predecessor  organization,  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Serv¬ 
ice,  was  established  November  2,  1953,  under  authority  of  section  161, 
Revised  Statutes,  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953  and  other  author¬ 
ities.  The  Service  carries  on  the  following  principal  programs : 

Consumer  protective,  marketing  and  regulatory  programs : 
These  activities  contribute  to  the  efficient  and  orderly  marketing 
of  agricultural  commodities.  They  include  the  Market  News  Serv¬ 
ice  ;  meat  and  poultry  inspection ;  other  inspection,  grading,  class¬ 
ing  and  standardization  serAuces;  and  regulatory  actiAuties  such 
as  the  Federal  Seed  Act,  U,S.  Warehouse  Act,  Standard  Container 
Act,  and  others. 
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Payments  to  States :  The  Service  administers  the  matched  fund 
program  for  marketing  activities  carried  out  through  cooperative 
arrangements  with  State  departments  of  agriculture  and  similar 
State  agencies. 

Special  milk  program:  Assistance  is  provided  to  States  for 
making  reimbursement  payments  to  eligible  schools  and  child¬ 
care  institutions  which  inaugurate  or  expand  milk  service  in  order 
to  increase  the  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  ehildren. 

School  lunch  program :  Federal  assistance  is  provided  to  States, 
Puerto  Rico,  Virgin  Islands,  American  Samoa,  and  Guam  for  use 
in  serving  nutritious  midday  meals  to  children  attending  schools 
of  high  school  grades  or  under  in  order  to  improve  the  health  and 
well-being  of  the  Nation’s  children,  and  broaden  the  market  for 
agricultural  food  commodities.  The  pilot  school  breakfast  pro¬ 
gram,  nonfood  assistance  and  grants  for  State  administrative 
expenses,  authorized  by  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966,  are 
aimed  at  closing  existing  gaps  in  child  nutrition. 

Removal  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  and  marketing 
agreements  and  orders:  These  activities  directly  or  indirectly 
tend  to  maintain  prices  received  by  farmers  and  establish  and 
maintain  orderly  marketing  conditions  through  {a)  removing 
from  the  market  surplus  agricultural  commodities  throiugh  pur¬ 
chase  and  donation  to  el^ible  recipients,  export  and  diversion 
payments ;  distribution  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  donated 
commodities  to  eligible  outlets  authorized  under  section  416  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 ;  and  cooperation  with  the  food  trade 
and  others  to  encourage  consumption  of  abundant  foods;  (5) 
formulation  and  administration  of  marketing  agreements  and 
orders. 

F ood  stamp  program :  The  present  program  is  authorized  by 
the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  (P.L.  88-525,  approved  August  3i, 
1964).  It  is  aimed  at  making  more  effective  use  of  the  Nation’s 
food  abundance  and  at  improving  nutritional  standards  of  needy 
persons  through  the  issuance  of  food  coupons  which  may  be  used 
in  retail  stores  for  the  purchase  of  commercial  brand  foods. 

Food  management  preparedness:  The  Service  fulfills  the  De¬ 
partment’s  defense  responsibilities  under  Exective  Order  10998 
of  preemergency  preparedness  and  emergency  operations  relating 
to  management  of  food  supplies  and  their  postattack  distribution. 

Consumer  protective.,  marketing.,  and  regulatory  programs. — The 
committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $118,989,500  for  fiscal  year 
1969,  a  decrease  of  $856,500  in  the  1969  budget  estimate.  The  increase 
of  $29,679,500  over  1968  includes  $2,799,000  for  1968  pay  increases  and 
$26,880,500  to  meet  additional  meat  and  poultry  inspection  respon¬ 
sibilities. 

An  increase  of  $22,825,000  plus  1969  pay  increases  is  provided  for 
the  increased  meat  inspection  responsibilities  resulting  from  the  IVhole- 
some  Meat  Act  of  1967  adopted  last  session.  A  large  portion  of  this 
additional  money  is  for  grants  to  States  to  improve  their  meat  inspec¬ 
tion  programs.  The  balance  is  requested  to  provide  technical  assistance 
to  the  States  and  to  expand  Federal  inspection  to  new  and  existing 
interstate  plants. 

The  increase  includes  $3,492,000  plus  pay  costs  for  poultry  inspec¬ 
tion  for  the  coming  fiscal  year'.  This  is  related  to  an  expected  increase 
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of  around  8  to  10  percent  in  the  volume  of  poultry  and  the  number  of 
plants  to  be  inspected. 

The  committee  is  aware  that  the  work  of  this  agency  has  grown  due 
to  increased  inspection  workload  as  well  as  the  additional  respon¬ 
sibilities  assigned  by  Congress.  It  has  provided  the  full  budget  request 
for  this  work  in  fiscal  year  1969.  It  believes,  however,  that  a  large 
portion  of  these  additional  funds  could  be  saved  by  proper  coordina¬ 
tion  of  the  inspection  activities  and  by  the  adoption  of  the  most  efficient 
and  economical  organizational  setup. 

To  assure  tliat  these  extra  funds  are  effectively  utilized,  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  1969  contains  language  which  places  one-half  of  the 
additional  money  in  a  I’eserve,  to  be  released  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  if  and  w'hen  needed,  at  such  time  as  a  complete  and  effective 
reorganization  of  the  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service,  including 
meat  and  poultry  inspection  activities,  has  been  made. 

Based  on  recent  evidence  of  overlapping  and  duplication  of  inspec¬ 
tors  at  slaughtering  plants,  the  committee  requested  the  Greneral  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  to  make  a  special  study  of  the  organization  and  opera¬ 
tions  of  the  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service,  with  specific  reference 
to  the  meat  and  poultry  inspection  activities.  The  report  received  from 
the  General  Accounting  Office  noted  a  number  of  instances  of  dupli¬ 
cation  of  inspection  work,  lack  of  uniform  practices  and  procedures, 
failure  to  effectively  utilize  field  inspectors,  scattering  of  supervision, 
and  an  inefficient  and  Avasteful  organizational  setup,  especially  in  the 
field. 

The  report  pointed  out  that  there  may  be  as  many  as  thi'ee  types  of 
C.  &  M.S.  employees  in  one  slaughtering  plant  at  the  same  time:  (1) 
meat  inspectors  of  the  Meat  Inspection  Service;  (2)  meat  graders  of 
the  Livestock  Division;  and  (3)  poultry  inspectors  of  the  Poultry 
p.ivision.  The  report  pointed  out  that  these  inspectors  normally  operate 
independently  and  are  part  of  separate  field  organizations  which  are 
resjionsible  to  separate  organizational  units  in  Washington,  D.C.  In 
addition,  the  report  indicated  that  both  jioultry  inspectors  and  poul¬ 
try  graders  may  also  be  present  in  a  poultry  slaughtering  plant,  and 
these  poultry  insi^ectoi-s  and  graders  are  part  of  separate  C.  &  M.S. 
field  organizations  and  normally  operate  independently. 

The  GAO  report  pointed  out  the  need  for  more  effective  cross¬ 
utilization  of  meat  and  poultry  inspectors.  It  indicated  that  C.  &  M.S. 
has  not  taken  any  significant  action  to  more  fully  implement  cross¬ 
utilization  of  meat  and  poultry  inspectors,  although  the  need  for  such 
action  was  disclosed  in  a  repoit  issued  by  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
Genei*al  in  February  1965.  It  pointed  out  that  more  fully  implement¬ 
ing  cross-utilization  of  inspection  personnel  could  make  existing  in¬ 
spectors  availa)ble  to  undertake  additional  Federal  inspection  work 
arising  as  a  result  of  the  Wholesome  Meat  Act  of  1967. 

The  GAO  study  also  noted  that,  in  addition  to  the  four  separate 
nationwide  field  organizations  for  meat  inspection,  meat  grading, 
poultry  inspection,  and  poultry  grading,  there  are  12  other  major 
nationAvide  C.  &  M.S.  field  organizations.  It  indicated,  as  an  example, 
that  there  are  20  separate  C.  &  M.S.  field  offices  in  San  Francisco 
alone.  The  discussion  of  these  matters  Avill  be  found  in  j)ait  3  of  the 
1969  hearings,  pages  501  through  562. 

In  view  of  these  findings,  the  committee  directs  the  Department  after 
consultation  Avith  interested  groups  to  reorganize  its  organizational 
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arrangement  and  its  inspection  activities  on  the  most  efficient  and 
economical  basis  possible.  None  of  the  funds  placed  in  reserve  should 
be  released  until  steps  are  taken  to  (1)  eliminate  the  existing  dupli¬ 
cation  in  the  meat  and  poultry  inspection  and  grading  services,  (2) 
establish  a  system  of  cross-utilization  of  inspection  personnel,  and  (3) 
correct  the  present  organizational  deficiencies  noted  in  the  GAO  study. 

Payments  to  States  and  possessions. — Federal  payments,  authorized 
by  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946,  are  made 
under  cooperative  agreements  between  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  State  departments  of  agriculture,  and  similar  State  agen¬ 
cies  for  the  conduct  of  eligible  marketing  service  activities  on  a  match¬ 
ing  fund  basis.  The  States  contribute  at  least  half  of  the  cost  and 
perform  the  work  with  State  personnel. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $1,750,000  is  recommended  for  fiscal  year 
1969.  This  is  the  1967  and  1968  appropriation  levels.  Although  some  of 
L  the  States  may  have  additional  matching  funds  available,  the  need  for 
}  economy  in  the  Federal  budget  makes  it  necessary  to  hold  these  funds 
at  present  levels. 

Special  milk  program. — The  special  milk  program  is  aimed  pri¬ 
marily  at  increasing  the  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children.  Non¬ 
profit  schools  of  high  school  grade  and  under,  all  nonprofit  summer 
camps,  and  child-care  institutions  devoted  to  the  care  and  training  of 
children,  are  eligible  to  participate  in  the  program. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $104  million  is  recommended  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  This  will  permit  the  program  to  continue  at  the  level 
authorized  for  fiscal  years  1967  and  1968.  These  funds  are  to  be  trans¬ 
ferred  from  section  32  funds  as  was  done  in  1968. 

Official  estimates  indicate  that  the  total  amount  expected  to  be 
available  for  section  32  purposes  next  year  will  be  more  than  adequate 
to  meet  its  regular  surplus  removal  and  export  activities,  plus  pro¬ 
posed  transfers  to  finance  this  and  other  programs  in  the  coming  year. 
An  analysis  of  the  estimated  section  32  income  and  outgo  figures 
for  next  year  indicates  that  the  balance  as  of  June  30,  1969,  will  be 
sufficient  to  assure  a  normal  carryover  of  $300  million,  with  a  remain¬ 
ing  unused  balance  of  $226  million  to  be  returned  to  the  Treasury. 

)  School  lunch  program. — The  1968  appropriation  of  $182,825,000  is 
proposed  again  for  fiscal  year  1969,  a  decrease  of  $1,618,000  in  the  1969 
budget  request.  In  addition,  a  transfer  of  $64,325,000  from  section 
32  is  approved  to  provide  total  funds  of  $247,150,000  for  the  next 
fiscal  year.  The  increased  transfer  provides  an  additional  $19,325,000 
for  commodity  purchases  under  section  6  to  provide  well-balanced  and 
nutritional  needs. 

The  funds  provided  for  the  various  purposes  under  this  heading  are 
as  follows : 


Cash  payments  to  States _ $171,  448,  000 

Special  cash  assistance _  5,  000,  000 

Commodity  procurement _  64,  325,  000 

Pilot  school  breakfast _  3,  500,  000 

Nonfood  assistance _  750,  000 

Operating  expenses _  2, 127,  000 


Total  obligations _  247, 150, 000 

By  appropriation _  182,  825,  000 

By  transfer  from  section  32 _  64,  325,  000 
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Participation  in  this  program  continues  to  increase  each  year.  The 
tollowing  figures  sliow  the  growth  of  the  program  during  the  past  20 
years : 


1947 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

estimate 

Number  of  schools  . 

Number  of  children  (peak,  thousands') 

Number  of  meals  served  (millions) 

With  milk,  number  (millions) 

Percent  or  total. 

Without  milk,  number  (millions) 

Percent  of  total. 

Number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served 
(millions).... 

44, 537 
6,016 
910.9 

527.4 
57.9 

129.6 

14.2 

109.4 

12.0 

70, 132 
17,025 

2, 892. 3 
2,876.0 
99.4 
16.3 
.6 

70,597 

18, 040 

3, 093. 1 

3, 076. 0 
99.4 
17.1 
.6 

72,944 
18, 457 
3,147.0 

3, 127. 1 
99.4 
19.9 
.6 

73,500 

19,600 

3,336.0 

3,316.0 

99.4 

20.2 

.6 

Free  or  reduced  prices  as  percent  of  total  lunches 
served . 

000.  u 

405.  i 

13. 0 

Food  stamp  program. — The  food  stamp  program  is  designed  to 
benefit  those  families  who  are  receiving  some  type  of  welfare  assist- 
primarily  the  unemployables,  the  aged,  the  blind,  the  disabled, 
and  mnthers  ■with  dependent  children.  It  is  also  authorized  to  help 
other  families  with  incomes  as  low  or  lower  than  that  of  families  re- 
assistance  but  who,  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  are  not 
eligible  for  welfare  assistance.  This  may  include  those  living  on  small 
pensions,  the  unemployed,  the  underemployed,  and  those  whose 
training  limits  them  to  unskilled,  low-paying  employment. 

Under  the  program,  families  must  invest  the  money  they  would 
normally  spend  for  food  in  the  purchase  of  food  stamps.  In  return, 
they  receive  additional  stamps  without  charge.  Thus  the  normal  food 
budget  continues  to  be  spent  for  food  and  the  Federal  assistance 
results  in  the  purchase  of  more  food.  The  increase  in  retail  food  stores 
sales  (averaging  about  8  percent)  in  areas  in  which  the  program  is 
operating,  results  in  a  further  expansion  in  farm  markets  and  acts  as 
a  stimulant  to  the  overall  economy  of  those  areas. 

The  valuable  contribution  of  the  food  stamp  program  to  the  health 
and  diets  of  an  increasing  number  of  consumers  in  all  parts  of  the 
Nation  warrants  special  consideration  of  the  funds  provided  for  this 
purpose.  Public  demand  for  this  program  is  indicated  by  the  growth 
in  participation  from  140,736  in  1962,  to  1.8  million  on  June  30,  1967. 
Participation  is  expected  to  grow  to  2.7  million  in  1968  and  3  million 
in  1969. 

The  full  budget  request  of  $225  million  is  recommended  for  the  next 
fiscal  year.  This  is  an  increase  of  $40  million  over  funds  available  for 
1968.  Of  this  amount,  $25  million  has  been  placed  in  reserve  to  be 
released  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  when  need  develops  and  when 
various  corrections  in  the  handling  of  the  program  have  been  made. 

A  special  study  made  by  the  Committee’s  Surveys  and  Investiga¬ 
tions  Staff,  pursuant  to  a  directive  dated  March  6,  1967,  disclosed  a 
number  of  instances  of  laxity  in  the  administration  of  this  program. 
These  include : 

(1)  Inadequate  interviews  by  caseworkers,  submission  of  in¬ 
complete  applications,  and  failure  to  include  income  for  all  mem¬ 
bers  of  households. 

(2)  Inadequate  identification  of  participants.  In  one  instance, 
the  same  person  acted  as  a  proxy  for  969  recipients  and  purchased 
food  stamp  coupons  having  a  value  of  $53,128  for  which  he  paid 
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$36,892  and  received  bonus  coupons  valued  at  $16,237.  The  cou¬ 
pons  were  never  in  possession  of  any  of  the  recipients. 

(3)  Despite  the  disqualification  of  15  retailers  in  1967,  there 
have  been  only  29  criminal  prosecutions  in  the  past  3  years. 

These  conditions  need  to  be  corrected  to  preserve  the  integrity  of 
this  program  and  to  assure  maximum  operating  economy.  The  funds 
placed  in  reserve  should  not  be  used  until  such  corrections  have  been 
made. 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

The  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  was  established  March  10,  1953, 
by  Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1320,  Supplement  1.  Public  Law 
690  approved  August  28,  1954,  transferred  the  agricultural  attaches 
from  the  Department  of  State  to  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 
More  recently,  the  Secretary  has  assigned  to  the  Service,  by  transfer 
from  other  agencies  of  the  Department,  responsibility  for  the  barter 
and  stockpiling  program,  general  sales  management  for  Government- 
owned  surplus  commodities,  ocean  transportation  functions  related  to 
the  export  of  commodities  under  U.S.  programs,  and  activities  relat¬ 
ing  to  developing,  evaluating,  and  reviewing  the  program  for  donations 
of  food  abroad  through  voluntary  agencies,  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
480. 

The  primary  function  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  is  to  help 
American  agriculture  in  maintaining  and  expanding  foreign  markets 
for  its  products.  It  maintains  a  worldwide  agricultural  intelligence 
and  reporting  service,  to  assist  U.S.  agricultural  industry  in  its  export 
operations  through  a  continuous  program  of  analyzing  and  reporting 
foreign  agricultural  production,  markets,  and  policies.  It  helps  to 
develop  foreign  markets  for  U.S.  farm  products  through  administra¬ 
tion  of  special  export  programs  and  through  helping  to  secure  inter¬ 
national  trade  conditions  that  are  favorable  toward  our  products. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $21,153,800  for  fiscal 
year  1969,  a  decrease  of  $987,700  from  the  1968  appropriation  level 
and  a  reduction  of  $1,260,700  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  amount  pro¬ 
vided  will  permit  continued  operations  at  the  1968  actual  level.  In 
addition,  $3,117,000  is  available  by  transfer  from  section  32  and 
$2,012,175  is  available  by  transfer  from  CCC.  This  makes  total  funds 
available  for  1969  operations  of  $26,282,975. 

COMMODITY  EXCHANGE  AUTHORITY 

The  Commodity  Exchange  Authority  administers  the  Commodity 
Exchange  Act  of  September  21,  1922,  as  amended.  The  objectives 
are  to  prevent  commodity  price  manipulation  and  market  corners; 
curb  unwarranted  changes  in  price  resulting  from  excessive  speculation 
by  large  traders;  prevent  dissemination  of  false  and  misleading  crop 
and  market  information  affecting  commodity  prices ;  protect  hedgers 
and  other  users  of  the  commodity  futures  markets  against  cheating, 
fraud,  and  manipulative  practices;  insure  the  benefits  of  membership 
privileges  and  contract  markets  to  cooperative  associations  of  pro¬ 
ducers;  insure  trust  fund  treatment  of  margin  moneys  and  equities 
of  hedgers  and  other  traders  and  prevent  the  misuse  of  such  funds  by 
brokers;  and  provide  information  to  the  public  regarding  trading 
operations  and  contract  markets. 
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The  bill  includes  $1,530,000  for  fiscal  year  1969,  the  actual  operating 
level  for  fiscal  year  1968.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $54,000  in  the  budget 
request.  The  inci'ease  of  $39,000  covers  salary  increases  incurred  in 
hscal  year  1968. 

agricultural  stabilization  and  conservation  service 

The  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  was  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  on  June  5,  1961,  under  the 
authority  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  in  accordance  with  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  901-913).  The 
Service  carries  on  the  following  principal  programs  from  appropriated 
funds : 

Production  adjustment  programs:  The  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  authorizes  production  adjustment 
for  designated  basic  commodities  (tobacco,  peanuts,  wheat, 
cotton,  and  rice)  through  acreage  allotments,  and  the  adjustment 
of  supplies  through  marketing  quotas  when  supplies  reach  speci¬ 
fied  levels  in  relation  to  normal  demand. 

Sugar  Act  program :  The  chief  objective  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended,  is  “to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of 
sugar  and  those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar-producing  in¬ 
dustry.”  This  involves  (a)  determination  of  U.S.  consumption 
requirements;  (b)  administration  of  quotas  to  regulate  imports 
of  sugar  produced  in  foreign  areas,  as  well  as  marketing  of  sugar 
produced  in  domestic  areas;  and  (c)  payments  to  domestic 
producers  of  sugarbeets  and  sugarcane,  provided  producers 
comply  with  certain  labor,  wage,  price,  and  marketing  require¬ 
ments  prescribed  by  law. 

Agricultural  conservation  program :  This  program  is  authorized 
by  the  provisions  of  section  7  to  16(a),  inclusive,  and  section  17 
of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended. 
Its  objectives  include  (1)  restoring  and  improving  soil  fertility, 
(2)  reducing  erosion  caused  by  wind  and  water,  and  (3)  conserv¬ 
ing  water  on  land.  Cost-sharing  assistance  is  furnished  to  indi¬ 
vidual  farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  50  States,  Puerto  Rico  and 
the  Virgin  Islands  for  carrying  out  approved  soil-building  and 
soil-  and  water-conserving  practices  on  their  farms.  This  assist¬ 
ance  represents  only  a  part  of  the  cost  of  performing  the  practices. 
The  farmer  bears  the  balance  of  the  cost,  and  in  addition  supplies 
labor  and  management  necessary  to  carry  out  the  practices. 

Cropland  conversion  program:  Section  16(e)  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended  by  section 
101  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  provides  for  long¬ 
term  agreements  under  which  cropping  systems  and  land  uses 
will  be  changed  (1)  to  permanently  shift  to  better  productive  use 
cropland  which  is  not  well  suited  for  crop  use,  and  (2)  to  tem¬ 
porarily  shift  to  better  productive  use  and  utilize  for  other  pur¬ 
poses  land  which  is  suitable  for  crop  use  but  not  currently  needed 
for  crops. 

Cropland  adjustment  program:  This  program  was  authorized 
in  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965.  Its  purpose  is  to  assist 
farmers,  through  long-term  agreements,  to  divert  land  from  the 
production  of  unneeded  crops  to  uses  that  will  promote  the  de- 
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velopment  and  conservation  of  our  soil,  water,  forest,  wildlife, 
and  recreational  resources.  The  program  will  also  establish,  pro¬ 
tect  and  conserve  open  spaces  and  natural  beauty  and  prevent  air 
and  water  pollution. 

Emergency  conservation  measures:  The  objective  of  this  pro¬ 
gram,  which  is  authorized  by  the  Third  Supplemental  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act  of  1957  and  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Acts  of 
1958  and  1959,  is  to  restore  to  normal  agricultural  use  farmlands 
Avhich  have  been  damaged  by  wind  erosion,  hurricanes,  floods, 
or  other  natural  disasters.  To  this  end,  farmers  are  offered  cost¬ 
sharing  assistance  for  carrying  out  approved  practices. 

Conservation  reserve  program:  The  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  by  the  Soil  Bank  Act  is  a  long-range  program 
under  which  farmers  have  voluntarily  contracted  to  take  crop¬ 
land  out  of  production  for  a  specified  number  of  yeai*s  and  devote 
it  to  conservation  uses.  In  return  the  farmer  receives  (a)  an  an¬ 
nual  rental  payment  for  the  contract  period,  and  (&)  assistance  in 
either  cash  or  conservation  materials  and  services  for  carrying 
out  approved  conservation  practices  on  the  reserved  acreage. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation  program  activities:  Various 
price-support  and  related  programs  have  been  authorized  in  num¬ 
erous  legislative  enactments  since  the  early  1930’s.  Operations 
under  these  programs  are  financed  through  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  Personnel  and  facilities  of  the  Agricultural  Stabili¬ 
zation  and  Conservation  Service  ai’e  utilized  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  programs  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  and  the 
Administrator  of  the  Service  is  also  Executive  Vice  President  of 
the  Corporation. 

Foreign  assistance  programs  and  other  special  activities:  Vari¬ 
ous  surplus  disposal  programs  and  other  special  activities  are  con¬ 
ducted  pursuant  to  specific  statutory  authorizations  and  direc¬ 
tives  These  laws  authorize  the  use  of  CCC  funds  and  facilities 
to  implement  the  programs.  Appropriations  for  these  programs 
are  transferred  or  paid  to  the  Corporation  for  its  costs  incur¬ 
red  in  connection  with  these  activities,  such  as  Public  Law  480; 
International  Wheat  Agreement;  bartered  materials  for  sup¬ 
plemental  stockpile;  and  National  Wool  Act. 

Expenses,  Agricultural  Stahilization  and  Conservative  Service. — ■ 
The  bill  includes  a  total  of  $203,795,500  for  the  operating  and  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  various  programs  of  this  agency.  Of  this 
amount,  $141,031,400  is  provided  by  direct  appropriation  and  $62,- 
764,100  is  provided  by  transfer  from  CCC  to  cover  costs  of  operating 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The  appropriation  amount  is  a 
reduction  of  $2,902,300  in  the  1969  budget  estimate.  The  increases  of 
$3,096,000  by  direct  appropriation  and  $4,155,500  by  transfer  from 
CCC  are  provided  to  meet  pay  increases  in  fiscal  years  1968  and  1969. 

Sugar  Act  program. — ^Payments  are  made  to  domestic  producers  of 
sugarbeets  and  sugarcane  who  comply  with  certain  special  require¬ 
ments.  To  finance  these  payments,  a  tax  of  50  cents  per  hundred 
pounds  is  imposed  on  all  beet,  and  cane  sugar  processed  in  or  imported 
into  the  United  States  for  direct  consumption. 

An  appropriation  of  $80  million  is  provided  for  fiscal  year  1969  to 
make  payments  under  this  progi’am.  In  view  of  the  uncertainty  of 
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sugar  production  in  the  1968  crop  year,  and  in  view  of  the  tight  fiscal 
situation,  the  amount  has  been  retained  at  the  1967  and  1968  level. 

During  the  period  1938-67,  collections  of  $2.5  billion  from  excise 
and  import  taxes  have  exceeded  payments  by  approximately  $574 
million.  Estimated  collections  through  fiscal  year  1969  of  $2.7  billion 
will  exceed  estimated  payments  through  fiscal  year  1969  by  $621 
million. 

Agricultural  comervation  ^program. — Conservation  practices  under 
this  program  are  developed  initially  at  the  local  level  by  ASC  State 
and  county  committees,  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  and  the  Forest 
Service.  Representatives  of  the  land-grant  colleges,  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration,  State  conservation  committees,  and  other  State  and 
F ederal  agricultural  agencies  also  jiarticipate  in  these  determinations. 

The  recommendations  of  these  groups  are  used  as  the  basis  to  for¬ 
mulate  joint  recommendations  to  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service  in  Washington.  From  these  recommendations, 
the  various  agencies  of  the  Department  in  Washington  develop  and 
recommend  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  a  national  proigram.  State 
and  local  ]ieople  then  develop  their  local  programs  within  the  structure 
of  the  national  program  approved  by  the  Secretary.  No  practices  are 
adopted  and  put  into  effect  in  any  State  or  county  unless  approved  by 
the  local  conservation  groups. 

This  program  reaches  in  excess  of  1  million  farms  each  year  and 
results  in  the  application  of  the  greatest  amount  of  conservation  meas¬ 
ures  to  the  land  at  the  lowest  cost  per  acre  of  any  other  similar  pro- 
jrram.  The  following  USDA  figures  indicate  participation  and  costs 
since  1954 : 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM,  1954-67 


Number 

Average  ACP 

Average  ACP 
assistance 

Program  year 

of  farms 

assistance 

per  acre  of 

participating 

per  farm 

farmland  on 

(thousands) 

participating 

farms 

1954. 

1955. 

1956. 

1957. 

1958. 

1959. 

1960. 

1961. 

1962. 

1963. 

1964. 

1965. 

1966. 

1967. 


1,069 

$130 

$0.36 

1,119 

167 

.46 

1,185 

180 

.50 

1,160 

185 

.51 

1,079 

199 

.54 

1,004 

208 

.54 

1,029 

207 

.54 

1,205 

190 

.54 

1,187 

184 

.53 

1,128 

189 

.53 

1,080 

199 

.55 

1,116 

200 

.55 

1,026 

207 

.58 

993 

225 

.62 

An  approiTriation  of  $190  million  is  recommended  to  make  payments 
earned  under  the  1968  iTrogram.  Amounts  due  are  legal  commitments 
and  funds  inust  be  jorovided  to  meet  all  obligations  incurred. 

Tlie  committee  has  retained  tlie  1969  program  authoiization  at  $220 
million,  the  level  carried  for  this  purpose  for  many  years.  To  offset 
this  action  the  committee  has  cut  much  more  than  the  $120  million  re¬ 
stored  here  from  the  appropriations  for  Public  Law  480.  As  noted 
earlier  in  this  report,  much  of  the  foreign  currencies  earned  under  this 
program  are  used  for  conservation  programs  in  foreign  countries 
through  AID. 
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Further,  this  restoration  is  essential  to  the  continued  operation  of  the 
conservation  programs  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service.  This  restora¬ 
tion  will  prevent  the  elimination  of  398  soil  conservation  technicians 
who  are  now’  an  essential  part  of  the  w'ork  unit  offices  of  SCS  in  all  of 
the  50  States. 

The  executive  branch  has  justified  its  reductions  in  this  i)rograni 
through  the  years  on  the  basis  that  the  smaller  amount  of  funds  would 
be  used  for  so-called  permanent  practices.  The  Department’s  justifica¬ 
tions  for  1969  state : 

The  proposed  1969  authorization  is  a  reduction  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  level  of  $120  million  from  the  1968  authorization.  This 
amount  wiill  permit  the  Government  to  continue  to  share  with 
farmers  the  costs  of  conservation  practices  with  long-term 
benefits. 

On  this  point,  the  Administrator,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
)  Conservation  Service,  testified  to  the  committee  this  yeai-  (p.  205,  pt.  3, 
1969  hearings)  that  87  percent  of  the  1967  pix)gram  practices  w’ere  for 
enduring  or  permanent  practices.  This  would  indicate  that  $191,400,- 
000  of  the  1968  program  of  $220  million  w’as  spent  on  permanent 
practices. 

A  summary  of  the  conservation  accomplishments  of  this  program 
dui'ing  the  30  years  from  1936  throng*!!  1966  follows : 


Practice 

Unit 

Extent  1966 

Total  accom¬ 
plishments 
1936-66 

Water  storage  reservoirs  constructed  to  distribute  grazing,  control 
erosion,  and  conserve  irrigation  water  and  wildlife. 

1,000  structures _ 

54 

1,980 

Terraces  constructed  to  control  erosion  or  conserve  water. . 

1,000  acres _ _ 

708 

29,516 

Stripcropping  systems  established  to  control  wind  or  water 
erosion  and  conserve  water. 

_ do _ 

291 

112, 836 

Permanent  sod  waterways  established  to  control  erosion  and 
safely  dispose  of  excess  runoff. 

_ do _ 

62 

954 

Competitive  shrubs  controlled  on  range  or  pasture  to  permit 
growth  of  adequate  cover  for  erosion  control. 

_ do-  _ 

1,879 

53,687 

Trees  and  shrubs  planted  for  forestry  purposes,  erosion  control, 
or  land-use  adjustment. 

_ do _ 

200 

4, 440 

Forest  tree  stands  improved  for  forestry  purposes  and  erosion 
control. 

_ do . . 

174 

3,  542 

Enduring  vegetative  cover _ _ _ _ 

_ do . . 

12,211 

(0 

>  Not  available. 


In  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  committee, 
these  conservation  practices  represent  the  best  possible  use  of  Federal 
funds  in  the  preservation  of  our  soil  and  water  resources  for  future 
generations.  In  addition,  they  provide  the  best  possible  protection  for 
the  land  upon  which  we  must  depend  for  our  present  and  future  food 
production.  The  many  problems  facing  agriculture,  such  as  increasing 
costs,  decreasing  farm  labor,  and  increasing  financial  risks,  make  it 
apparent  that  this  Nation  cannot  afford  to  reduce  its  conservation 
efforts. 

A  full  discussion  of  other  reasons  for  the  committee’s  action  on  this 
essential  conservation  program  will  be  found  earlier  in  this  report  on 
pages  22-29. 

Cropland  adjustment  program. — This  program  is  authorized  by 
title  VI  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965.  Its  purpose  is  to 
assist  farmers,  through  long-term  agreements,  to  divert  land  from  the 
production  of  unneeded  crops  to  uses  that  will  promote  the  develop- 


50 


mcnt  and  conservation  of  soil,  water,  forest,  wildlife,  and  recreational 
resources. 

In  return  for  diverting  the  cropland  to  approved  uses,  producers 
receive  adjiistment  payments.  They  also  are  eligible  to  receive  cost¬ 
sharing  assistance  for  establishing  approved  conservation  uses.  The 
period  of  a  contract  cannot  be  less  than  5  years  and  not  more  than 
10  years. 

The  1968  appropriation  level  of  $84,500,000  is  recommended  again 
for  fiscal  year  1969,  a  reduction  of  $1,200,000  in  the  budget  estimate. 
The  amount  provided  is  adequate  to  meet  payments  due  in  fiscal  year 
1969  on  all  contracts  presently  in  existence. 

The  committee  has  not  approved  the  proposed  advance  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  $55,500,000  to  enter  into  additional  contracts  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  next  fiscal  year.  The  $1,200,000  reduction  in  the  1969 
appropriation  represents  funds  requested  to  make  payments  in 
1969  to  producers  who  would  have  been  added  to  the  program  had  the 
advance  authorization  been  approved. 

The  majority  of  this  committee  believes  that,  with  our  large  sur¬ 
pluses  virtually  gone,  and  with  our  commitments  in  Vietnam  and  else¬ 
where,  this  country  cannot  afford  to  folloAv  a  policy  of  taking  land 
out  of  production.  The  economic  loss  to  the  Nation,  plus  the  dangers 
inherent  in  a  policy  of  scarcity,  clearly  supports  the  committee’s  posi¬ 
tion  in  this  matter. 

Conservation  reserve  frogram. — An  appropriation  of  $109  million 
is  included  for  the  next  fiscal  year,  a  reduction  of  $14  million  in  the 
1968  appropriation  and  $500,000  in  the  1969  budget  estimate.  The 
decrease  below  last  year  is  due  to  the  expiration  of  a  portion  of  the 
long-term  contracts  entered  into  under  the  old  soil  bank  program 
back  in  the  middle  1950’s.  Payments  will  continue  through  1973  on  a 
diminishing  basis  as  follows: 


Fiscal  year  Annual  rental  payments  for  Estimated  acres  in  reserve 

current  contracts  (in  thousands) 


1968. 

1969. 

1970. 

1971. 

1972. 

1973. 


$123,419 
109, 500 
41,057 
823 
87 
8 


10,980,212 
9, 230,850 
3, 455, 980 
75,675 
8,218 
704 


Total 


274,894 


Emergency  conservation  measures. — This  appropriation  provides 
special  funds  for  sharing  the  cost  of  emergency  conservation  measures 
to  deal  with  cases  of  severe  damage  to  farms  and  rangelands  resulting 
from  natural  disasters.  The  criteria  under  which  assistance  may  be 
made  available  are  set  forth  in  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act. 

Fimds  are  allocated  for  use  only  in  those  counties  designated  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  disaster  counties.  Assistance  is  made  avail¬ 
able  to  treat  new  conservation  problems  which  (1)  if  not  treated  will 
impair  or  endanger  the  land,  (2)  materially  affect  the  productive 
capacity  of  the  land,  (3)  represent  damage  which  is  unusual  in  charac¬ 
ter  and,  except  for  wind  erosion,  is  not  the  type  which  Avould  recur 
frequently  in  the  same  area,  and  (4)  will  be  so  costly  to  rehabilitate 
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that  Federal  assistance  is  or  will  be  required  to  return  the  land  to 
productive  agricultural  use. 

The  budget  estimate  of  $5  million  is  proposed  for  the  next  fiscal 
year.  This  is  the  same  as  provided  for  the  current  year.  There  is  no 
way  to  forecast  disasters  in  advance  of  their  occurrence  or  the  extent 
of  damage  which  might  result.  With  an  appropriation  of  $5  million, 
estimated  recoveries  of  about  $2,782,000  from  prior  obligations,  and 
an  expected  carryover  of  uncommitted  funds  of  $12,534,000,  funds 
totaling  $20,316,000  will  be  available  for  the  fiscal  year  1969  to  restore 
damages  to  farms  and  rangelands  resulting  from  natural  disasters. 

In  view  of  the  emergency  nature  of  this  program,  the  committee  is 
of  the  opinion  that  transfers  to  cover  the  teclinical  assistance  of  Soil 
Conservation  Service  personnel  on  emergency  projects  should  be  based 
on  minimum  actual  costs  rather  than  tlie  5-percent  limitation  estab¬ 
lished  for  the  regular  AGP  program. 

RURAL  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  SERVICE 

The  Rural  Community  Development  Service  was  established  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture’s  Memorandum  No.  1570  dated  February  24, 
1965.  It  cooperates  with  other  agencies  in  all  phases  of  rural  develop¬ 
ment,  and  serves  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  other  departments 
of  government  at  the  Washin^on  level  in  the  implementation  of  rural 
development  programs.  It  also  identifies  Federal  programs  outside  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  that  are  still  not  effectively  reaching  rural 
areas  because  of  dilRculties  of  connnunicating  with  a  dispersed  rural 
population.  It  works  with  Federal  departments  and  agencies  having 
such  programs  to  develop  effective  means  for  overcoming  these  diffi¬ 
culties  by  appropriate  adjustments  in  the  programs  and  by  setting  up 
appropriate  methods  of  utilizing  the  services  of  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  and  other  Department  of  Agriculture  agencies  to 
facilitate  rural  development  programs  which  supplement  the  regular 
programs  of  these  agencies  in  rural  areas. 

The  1968  actual  fmidmg  level  of  $463,000  is  recommended  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  a  reduction  of  $6,000  in  the  budget  request. 
The  increase  of  $13,000  over  the  1968  appropriation  is  provided  for  pay 
act  increases  made  in  fiscal  year  1968. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

Internal  audit  and  investigation  activities  are  carried  out  by  the 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General  which  was  established  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture’s  Memorandum  No.  1503  dated  June  25,  1962,  and  No. 
1524  dated  December  21, 1962.  The  Office  is  responsible  to  the  Secretary 
for  assuring  that  existing  laws,  policies,  and  programs  of  the  Secretary 
are  effectively  complied  with  on  every  level  of  administration  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  intent  of  the  Congiress  and  the  Secretary.  It  insures 
prompt  and  appropriate  corrective  action  in  those  areas  in  which 
delation  from  established  law,  policy,  pTOcedure,  rules,  or  regulations 
has  developed;  and  conducts  internal  audit  and  investigative  activities 
within  the  Department  and  coordinates  and  correlates  them  with  vaii- 
ous  investigative  agencies  of  the  executive  and  legislatii^e  branches  of 
the  Govermnent. 

The  bill  includes  an  appropriation  of  $12,276,000  for  the  next  fiscal 
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year,  a  reduction  of  $591,000  in  the  1969  budget  request.  The  increase 
of  $283,000  over  the  1968  appropriation  is  pro\ddecl  to  meet  the  addi¬ 
tional  pay  act  costs  incurred  in  fiscal  year  1968.  The  amount  recom¬ 
mended  for  fiscal  year  1969  will  pei-mit  this  activity  to  continue  at  the 
current  operating  level  during  the  next  year. 

PACKERS  AND  STOCKYARDS  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  of  1921,  as  amended,  (7  TTSC  181- 
229)  is  designed  to  assure  free,  open,  and  fair  competition  and  fair 
practices  in  the  marketing  of  livestock,  live  poultry,  meat  and  dressed 
poultry.  It  protects  consumers  against  unfair  business  practices  in  the 
marketing  of  meat  and  poultry.  It  iirotects  members  of  the  livestock 
marketing  and  meat  industries  from  unfair,  deceptive,  discriminatory 
and  monopolistic  practices  of  competitors. 

Investigations  are  conducted  to  deteiTnine  that  the  operations  of 
packet's  and  retail  organizations  do  not  involve  the  proscribed  mal¬ 
practices.  Thixiugli  the  use  of  required  annual  and  special  reports,  as 
well  as  audits,  the  financial  stability  of  these  organizations  is  deter¬ 
mined  in  order  to  guard  against  loss  to  j^ersons  and  firms  dealing  with 
them.  When  violations  or  insolvencies  are  established,  procedures  to 
obtain  cease  and  desist  orders  are  initiated  in  order  to  prevent  future 
violations. 

Operations  of  stockyards,  market  agencies,  and  dealers  are  investi¬ 
gated  and  audited  to  assure  that  their  business  practices  are  fair  and 
in  free  open  competition:  that  they  are  financially  sound;  and  that 
adequate  services  and  facilities  are  furnished  by  stockyards  and  mar¬ 
ket  agencies  at  reasonable  and  nondiscriminatory  rates  and  charges. 

The  bill  includes  an  appropriation  of  $2,565,300,  which  is  the  1968 
actual  operating  level.  The  amount  recommended  is  a  reduction  of 
$4,000  below  the  1968  appropriation  level  and  a  reduction  of  $600,700 
in  the  budget  request.  The  reduction  beloiv  the  1968  level  results  from 
the  transfer  of  $75,000  to  “Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  Management 
Services”  for  administrative  expenses,  partially  offset  by  an  increase 
of  $71,000  needed  to  meet  Pay  Act  costs  in  fiscal  year  1968. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL 

The  Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  originally  known  as  the  Office 
of  the  Solicitor,  was  established  in  1910  as  the  law  office  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  and  performs  all  of  the  legal  work  arising  from 
the  actiAuties  of  the  Department.  The  General  Counsel  represents  the 
Department  in  administrative  proceedings  for  the  ■promulgation  of 
rules  haidiig  the  force  and  effect  of  laAv;  in  quasijudicial  hearings  held 
in  connection  Avith  the  administration  of  A^arious  programs  and  acts; 
and  in  proceedings  before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  in¬ 
volving  freight  rates  and  practices  relating  to  farm  commodities,  in¬ 
cluding  ajipeals  from  the  decisions  of  the  Commission  to  the  courts. 
He  sei'ves  as  General  Counsel  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
and  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation.  He  reviews  criminal 
cases  arising  under  the  programs  of  the  Departhient  for  referral  to 
the  Department  of  Justice. 

For  the  coming  fiscal  year  an  appropriation  of  $4,461,000  is  pro¬ 
vided  for  this  Office.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $572,000  in  the  1969  budget 
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request.  The  increase  of  $136,000  'above  the  1968  appropriation  is  pro¬ 
vided  to  cover  1968  Pay  Act  increases.  The  amount  provided  will  per¬ 
mit  this  office  to  continue  in  the  coming  year  at  the  current  operating 
level. 

OFFICE  OF  INFORMATION 

The  Office  of  Information  was  established  under  its  present  name 
in  1925  as  a  consolidation  of  functions  formally  oi'ganized  as  early  as 
1889,  to  coordinate  in  the  Department  the  dissemination  of  infor¬ 
mation  useful  to  agriculture  as  directed  by  the  act  establishing  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  1862. 

The  Office  has  general  direction  and  supervision  of  all  publications 
and  other  information  policies  and  activities  of  the  Department,  in¬ 
cluding  the  final  review,  illustrating,  printing,  and  distribution  of 
publications;  clearance  and  release  of  press,  radio,  television,  and 
magazine  materials ;  maintenance  of  central  files  of  news  and  general 
illustration-type  photographs  and  color  slides;  and  the  preparation 
and  distribution  of  exhibits  and  motion  pictures.  The  Office  publishes 
the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture,  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  the  Department  Directory,  and  the  Department  List  of 
Publications;  handles  the  details  of  distributing  fanners’  bulletins 
alloted  to  Members  of  Congress;  and  services  letter  and  telephone  re¬ 
quests  for  general  information  received  in  the  Department.  Under  the 
Department’s  working  capital  fund,  the  Office  also  produces  visual 
information  materials,  such  as  motion  pictures,  exhibits,  art  and 
graphics  materials,  and  still  photographic  work  for  the  Department 
and  other  Government  agencies. 

The  committee  recommends  $1,965,000  for  fiscal  year  1969,  a  decrease 
of  $32,000  in  the  1969  budget  request.  The  increase  of  $37,000  above  the 
1968  appropriation  is  required  to  meet  the  1968  Pay  Act  increases.  The 
amount  provided  will  permit  this  office  to  continue  in  the  coming  year 
at  the  current  operating  level. 

NATIONAL  AGRICULTURAL  LIBRARY 

The  library,  pursuant  to  the  Department’s  Organic  Act  of  1862, 
and  under  delegation  from  the  Secretary,  “procures  and  preserves  all 
information  concerning  agriculture  which  can  be  obtained  by  means 
of  books  *  *  Under  the  act  establishing  the  Department,  the 
library  also  serves  as  the  National  Agricultural  Library. 

The  library  makes  available  to  the  research  workers  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  and  the  State  agricultural  colleges,  as  well  as  to  the  general 
public,  the  agricultural  knowledge  of  the  world  that  is  contained  in 
published  literature.  The  library  collects  current  and  historical  pub¬ 
lished  material  and  organizes  it  for  maximum  service  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  and  to  the  public  through  reference  services,  loans  of  publica¬ 
tions,  bibliographical  services,  and  photo  reproductions  of  library 
material.  It  issues  a  monthly  Bibliography  of  Agriculture  in  which  is 
listed  the  agricultural  literature  of  the  world.  The  book  collection 
exceeds  1.3  million  volumes. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $3,166,500  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year,  a  reduction  of  $252,500  in  the  1969  budget  estimate. 
The  amount  recommended  provides  an  increase  of  $558,000  over  the 
1968  appropriation.  Of  this  amount,  $58,000  is  provided  to  cover  1968 


Pay  Act  costs,  and  $500,000  is  provided  to  enable  the  library  to  move 
to  its  new  facilities  at  Beltsville.  The  new  quarters,  ivhicli  have  been 
under  construction  since  1966,  will  be  ready  for  occupancy  in  October 
1968,  based  on  present  estimates.  The  additional  funds  provided  will 
cover  the  move  of  the  library  collections  to  the  new  location,  plus  the 
purchase  of  funiiture  and  equipment  needed  at  the  new  location.  A 
portion  of  the  increase  will  be  required  to  cover  maintenance,  health 
services,  and  increased  telephone  costs  at  the  new  library  building. 

OFFICE  OF  MANAGEMENT  SERVICES 

The  Office  of  Management  Services  provides  consolidated  manage¬ 
ment  support  services  to  certain  agencies  and  offices  of  the  Department. 
It  was  established  by  Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1529,  dated  Janu¬ 
ary  29,  1963,  to  provide  greater  economy  and  effectiveness  in  the  ren¬ 
dering  of  management  service  through :  improved  utilization  of  man¬ 
power  and  management  techniques ;  increased  specialization  of  profes¬ 
sional  skills ;  and  more  extensive  use  of  time-saving  equipment. 

The  consolidated  management  support  functions  include  budget 
and  finance,  personnel  and  related  programs,  administrative  services, 
and  public  information  work.  The  organization  structure  of  OMS  is 
based  upon  these  functions  with  operating  divisions  providing  the 
services  for  the  following  agencies  and  offices :  Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Office  of  Budget  and  Finance,  Office  of  Hearing  Examiners  and  the 
Judicial  Officer,  Office  of  Management  Improvement,  Office  of  Per¬ 
sonnel,  Office  of  Plant  and  Operations,  Rural  Community  Develop¬ 
ment  Service,  Office  of  Information,  National  Agricultural  Library, 
Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  Office  of  the  Inspector  General,  Fanner 
Cooperative  Service,  Commodity  Exchange  Authority,  Cooperative 
State  Research  Service,  Economic  Research  Service,  Statistical  Re¬ 
porting  Service,  and  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration. 

The  bill  includes  an  appropriation  of  $2,821,000  for  fiscal  year  1969, 
a  continuation  of  the  1968  actual  operating  level.  The  amount  provided 
is  a  reduction  of  $89,000  in  the  1969  budget  request.  The  incre^ise  of 
$1,5.4?00Q,  includes  $75,000  which  was  tyfinsferred  In  1968  from  “Sal¬ 
aries  and  expenses.  Packers  and  Stockyards  'Administration”  to  coyer 
the  administrative  duties  taken  over  from  that  organization,  plus 
$79,000  required  to  cover  the  1968  Pay  Act  increases. 

GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  assisted  by  the  Under  Secretary,  the 
Assistant  Secretaries,  and  members  of  their  immediate  staff,  directs 
and  coordinates  the  work  of  the  Department ;  formulates  and  develops 
policy;  maintains  relationships  Avith  agricultural  organizations  and 
others  in  the  development  of  farm  programs;  and  maintains  liaison 
with  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President  and  Members  of  Congress 
on  all  matters  pertaining  to  legislation  and  policy  to  insure  effective 
performance  of  the  agricultural  programs  of  the  Department. 

The  following  activities  are  also  included  under  General  Adminis¬ 
tration  : 

Personnel  administration  and  service  is  carried  on  by  the  Office 
of  Personnel,  the  staff  agency  Avith  responsibility  for  the  person¬ 
nel  management  program  of  the  Department. 

Budgetary  and  financial  administration  and  service  is  carried 
on  by  the  Office  of  Budget  and  Finance,  the  staff  agency  with 
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responsibility  for  functions  relating  to  overall  administration 
of  the  budgetary,  fiscal,  and  related  affairs  of  the  Department. 

General  operations  are  carried  on  by  the  Office  of  Plant  and 
Operations,  a  staff  agency  exercising  general  staff  management 
direction  of  the  housing  of  the  Department’s  activities ;  the  leasing 
of  commercial  space  and  management  of  real  property ;  procure¬ 
ment  activities  ;  purchasing,  warehousing,  utilization  and  disposal  ^ 
of  administrative  and  operating  supplies  and  equipment. 

Management  appraisal  and  systems  development  functions  are 
carried  out  by  the  Office  of  Management  Improvement  which 
was  established  by  Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1477  of  De¬ 
cember  8, 1961.  The  Office  is  responsible  for  the  general  direction, 
leadership,  and  coordination  in  the  department  of  management 
appraisals,  systems  designs,  automatic  data  processing,  operations 
research,  and  related  management  techniques. 

Regulatory  hearings  and  decisions  include  the  work  of  the 
Office  of  Hearing  Examiners  and  of  the  Judicial  Officer.  The 
hearing  examiners  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Administrative 
Procedure  Act  relating  to  the  holding  of  hearings  (5  United 
States  Code  556).  Hearings  are  held  in  connection  with  prescrib¬ 
ing  of  new  regulations  and  orders,  and  on  disciplinary  complaints 
filed  by  the  Department,  or  on  petitions  filed  by  private  parties 
asking  relief  from  some  action  of  the  Department. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $4,614,000  for 
the  coming  fiscal  year,  a  decrease  of  $50,000  in  the  1969  budget  esti¬ 
mate.  The  increase  of  $127,000  over  the  1968  appropriation  is  provided 
to  cover  the  additional  Pay  Act  costs  incurred  in  1968.  This  will  enable 
the  activities  under  this  head  to  continue  to  function  at  the  1968 
actual  operating  level. 

Of  the  amount  provided,  $25,000  is  earmarked  for  use  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  staff  to  keep  current  on  proposed  and  pending  legislation 
before  the  Congress.  In  several  cases  recently,  such  as  legislation  on 
pollution  programs,  the  Department  has  not  been  aware  of  action 
taken  on  legislation.  It  has  not  been  in  a  position,  therefore,  to  repre¬ 
sent  the  interests  of  Agriculture  before  the  various  committees  of 
Congress  considering  such  legislation. 

The  Committee  takes  note  of  the  efforts  of  the  Department  to  work 
out  cooperative  arrangements  with  the  European  Common  Market 
relative  to  pesticide  tolerances  on  food  imports  into  that  area.  From 
funds  available  to  the  Department,  the  Secretary  should  assign  a  well- 
qualified  and  internationally  recognized  expert  from  his  staff  to  work 
Avith  those  in  Western  Europe  Avho  are  dealing  Avith  the  technical 
aspects  of  this  matter. 

Title  II — Credit  Agencies 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administration  Avas  established  by  Execu- 
tiA^e  Order  7037  of  May  11, 1935,  to  make  loans  for  extension  of  central 
station  electric  service  to  unserved  rural  people.  It  Avas  continued  by 
the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  May  20,  1936,  and  became  part  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  on  July  1, 1939,  under  Reorganization 
Plan  II.  On  October  28,  1949,  Public  LaAv  423  amended  the  act  to 
authorize  loans  for  furnishing  and  improving  rural  telephone  service. 
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Electric  and  telephone  construction  loans  are  self-liquidating  within 
a  period  not  to  exceed  35  years  at  2  percent  interest. 

Loan  authorizations. — The  budget  estimate  of  $304  million  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill  for  rural  electrification  loans.  This  is  a  decrease  of 
$10  million  below  the  1968  authorization.  With  an  estimated  carry¬ 
over  of  approximately  $41  million  of  unused  prior  year  funds,  a  total 
of  $345  million  will  be  available  for  the  coming  fiscal  year  compared 
to  a  lending  level  of  $350  million  in  fiscal  year  1968.  Based  on  previous 
experience,  all  of  these  loans  will  be  rej)aid  to  the  Treasury.  They  do 
not  represent  an  unrecovered  expenditure  as  do  the  regular  operat¬ 
ing  programs  of  the  Government. 

Testimony  from  the  REA  Administrator  and  representatives  of  the 
electric  cooperatives  indicates  that  the  demand  for  electrification  loans 
in  the  next  fiscal  year  will  be  in  excess  of  $700  million — double  the 
amount  available.  One  of  the  principal  reasons  for  this  large  demand 
is  that  electricity  now  substitutes  on  the  farm  for  labor  which  is  no 
longer  available.  The  modern  farm  is  a  highly  automated  and  elec¬ 
trified  operation. 

Because  of  the  general  fiscal  situation,  however,  the  committee  is 
unable  to  recommend  electrification  loan  funds  in  excess  of  the  budget 
request.  In  view  of  the  urgent  need  for  additional  distribution  facili¬ 
ties,  therefore,  it  is  essential  that  generation  and  transmission  loans 
be  held  to  a  minimum  in  the  coming  year.  The  committee  recognizes 
the  importance  of  the  availability  of  G.  &  T.  loan  funds  to  the  bar¬ 
gaining  positions  of  the  REA  cooperatives.  It  does  not  feel,  however, 
that  this  position  will  be  weakened  by  a  careful  policy  in  regard  to 
such  loans. 

In  this  connection,  it  should  be  noted  that  REA-financed  generating 
plants  represent  only  1.4  percent  of  the  Nation’s  total  electric  generat¬ 
ing  capacity.  It  is  also  significant  to  note  that  in  fiscal  year  1966  REA 
systems  purchased  34.2  percent  of  their  poAver  requirements  from 
investor-owned  companies,  39.7  percent  from  Federal  agencies  such 
as  TVA  and  Interior  Department  poivermarketing  agencies,  and 
6.5  percent  from  non-Federal  public  suppliers.  Only  19.6  percent 
(one-fifth)  of  REA  power  Avas  supplied  by  REA-financed  generating 
plants. 

An  appropriation  of  $120  million,  the  full  budget  estimate,  is 
included  for  rural  telephone  loans.  This  is  a  reduction  of  $600,000  in 
the  1968  authorization.  With  an  estimated  carryover  of  $5.8.  million 
from  prior  year  balances,  a  total  of  nearly  $126  million  Avill  be  avail¬ 
able  for  telephone  loans  in  the  next  fiscal  year. 

Economy  pressures  make  it  impossible  to  increase  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  telephone  loans,  despite  the  fact  that  applications  are  expected 
to  total  around  $460  million  in  the  coming  year — nearly  four  times 
the  amount  provided. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  1968  operating  level  of  $12,805,000  is 
recommended  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  a  reduction  of  $132,000  in  the 
1969  budget.  The  increase  of  $348,000  over  the  1968  appropriation  is 
provided  to  cover  1968  Pay  Act  increases. 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration,  established  November  1,  1946, 
conducts  the  folloAving  primary  activities : 

Makes  direct  and  insured  farm  oAvnership  loans  to  farmers  and 
ranchers  for  acquiring,  enlarging,  or  improving  farms,  includ- 
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ing  farm  buildings,  land  and  water  development,  use  and  con¬ 
servation,  refinancing  indebtedness,  and  for  loan-closing  costs. 
Loans  are  repayable  in  not  more  than  40  years  and  bear  interest 
not  in  excess  of  5  percent.  Insured  loans  are  made  with  funds 
advanced  by  private  lenders  and  payments  of  principal  and 
interest  are  fully  guaranteed. 

Makes  direct  and  insured  soil  and  water  conservation  loans  to 
farmers  and  ranchers  and  to  associations  for  the  effective  devel¬ 
opment  and  utilization  of  water  supplies  and  waste  disposal  sys¬ 
tems  and  for  the  improvement  of  farmland  by  soil  and  water 
conserving  facilities  and  practices.  Loans  are  repayable  in  not 
more  than  40  years  and  bear  interest  not  in  excess  of  5  percent. 
Insured  loans  are  made  on  the  same  basis  as  farm  ownership 
insured  loans. 

Makes  direct  operating  loans  to  farmers  and  ranchers  for  costs 
incident  to  reorganizing  a  farming  system  for  more  profitable 
operations,  for  a  variety  of  essential  farm  operating  expenses  such 
as  purchase  of  livestock,  farm  equipment,  feed,  seed,  fertilizer, 
and  farm  supplies,  for  financing  land  and  water  development,  use 
and  conservation,  for  refinancing  indebtedness,  for  other  farm  and 
home  needs,  and  for  loan-closing  costs.  Loans  bear  interest  at 
5  percent  and  may  be  made  for  periods  up  to  7  years,  but  may  be 
renewed  for  not  more  than  5  additional  years. 

Makes  direct  emergency  loans  in  designated  areas  where  a 
natural  disaster  has  caused  a  general  need  for  agricultural  credit 
which  cannot  be  met  for  temporary  periods  of  time  by  private, 
cooperative,  or  other  responsible  sources,  including  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration.  Emergency  loans  bear  interest  not  in  excess 
of  3  percent  and  are  repayable  not  later  than  provided  for  the 
regular  loans  for  similar  purposes. 

Makes  direct  rural  housing  loans  for  building  puiqDoses  and  in¬ 
sured  rural  housing  loans  pursiiant  to  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  to  farm  owners,  to  owners  of  other  real  estate 
in  rural  areas,  and  to  long-term  fai'm  leaseholders  to  construct, 
improve,  alter,  repair  or  replace  dwellings  and  essentital  farm 
service  buildings.  Direct  farm  enlargement  and  development 
loans,  along  with  building  loans,  are  also  made  to  farmowners  on 
j)otentially  adequate  farms  who  need  to  develop  their  farms  so 
as  to  increase  their  income  sufficiently  to  repay  the  loans.  Loans 
are  repayable  in  not  more  than  33  years  and  bear  interest  at  5 
percent. 

Makes  watershed  and  flood  prevention  loans  from  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  under  “Watershed  protection.  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice”  and  under  “Flood  prevention.  Soil  Conservation  Service.” 
Such  loans  are  made  to  local  organizations  for  installing,  repair¬ 
ing,  or  improving  works  of  improvement  and  water  storage  facili¬ 
ties,  purchasing  sites  or  rights-of-way  and  for  related  costs.  Loans 
are  repayable  in  not  more  than  50  years  at  an  interest  rate  based 
on  specified  outstanding  obligations  of  the  Treasury. 

Makes  grants  for  the  preparation  of  comprehensive  plans  for 
the  development  of  water  or  sewer  systems  in  rural  areas  pursuant 
to  subtitle  A  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended.  Grants  for  the  preparation  of  compre¬ 
hensive  water  and  sewer  plans  may  be  made  to  public  bodies 
such  as  counties,  townships,  planning  commissions,  and  similar 
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units  of  government,  and  such  other  agencies  as  may  have  au¬ 
thorization  to  prepare  such  official  comprehensive  plans.  The 
amount  of  each  such  grant  will  be  limited  to  the  actual  expenses 
for  the  preparation  of  the  plans  Avhich  are  outside  the  normal 
budget  of  the  recipient  organization.  • 

Makes  grants  for  Avater  and  seAver  development  costs  pursuant 
to  subtitle  A  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended.  Dev'elopment  grants  are  made  to  as¬ 
sociations,  including  coi'porations  operating  on  a  nonprofit  basis, 
municipalities,  and  similar  organizations,  generally  designated 
as  public  or  quasi-public  agencies,  that  propose  projects  for  de¬ 
velopment,  storage,  treatment,  purification,  and  distribution  of 
domestic  Avater  or  the  collection,  treatment,  or  disposal  of  Avaste 
in  rural  areas.  Such  grants  may  not  exceed  50  percent  of  the  de¬ 
velopment  cost  of  the  projects,  and  supplement  other  funds  bor- 
roAved  or  furnished  by  applicants  to  pay  development  costs.  No 
loan  or  grants  may  be  made  Avhich  Avould  cause  the  unpaid  prin¬ 
cipal  indebtedness  of  any  association  OAved  to  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration,  together  Avith  the  amount  of  any  assistance  in 
the  form  of  a  grant,  to  exceed  $4  million  at  any  one  time. 

Makes  insured  loans  for  rural  rental  housing  pursuant  to  title 

V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  Such  insured  loans 
are  made  to  individuals,  corporations,  associations,  trusts,  or  part¬ 
nerships  to  provide  moderate  cost  rental  housing  and  related 
facilities  for  elderly  persons  in  rural  areas.  These  loans,  made  Avith 
funds  advanced  by  private  lenders,  are  repayable  in  the  number 
of  years  best  suited  to  the  individual  case  and  bear  interest  at 
5%  percent. 

Makes  direct  loans  for  rural  rental  housing,  pursuant  to  title 

V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  Such  direct  loans  are 
made  to  private  nonprofit  corporations  and  consumer  coopera- 
tiv-es  to  provide  modest  cost  rental  housing  and  related  facilities 
for  elderly  persons  of  Ioav  or  moderate  income  in  rural  areas. 
These  direct  loans,  made  from  the  rural  housing  direct  loan  ac¬ 
count,  are  repayable  in  not  more  than  50  years  and  bear  interest  at 
a  rate  similar  to  that  of  the  direct  loan  program  of  the  Housing 
and  Home  Finance  Agency  for  the  elderly  in  urban  areas  AA^hich 
is  currently  3  percent. 

Provides  technical  assistance  and  makes  direct  loans  for  rural 
renewal  activity  pursuant  to  section  102  of  the  Food  and  Agricul¬ 
ture  Act  of  1962.  Loans  are  made  to  local  agencies  or  groups  for 
rural  renewal  projects  specifically  related  to  conservation  and 
land  utilization.  Each  project  financed  with  loan  funds  Avill  be 
an  important  component  of  an  overall  rural  renewal  plan  devel¬ 
oped  to  rebuild  the  economy  of  the  designated  area.  To  be  eligible 
for  designation  as  a  rural  reneAval  area,  the  locality  must  be  one 
of  chronic  underemployment  on  farms  and  unemployment  in  the 
surrounding  communities.  The  area  must  also  be  one  in  Avhich 
agriculture  or  forestry  contribute  substantially  to  the  economy. 
Rural  renewal  loans  are  repayable  in  not  more  than  30  years, 
with  repayment  of  principal  and  interest  deferred  up  to  5  years, 
if  necessary.  Loans  bear  interest  at  the  average  rate  paid  by  the 
U.S.  Treasury  on  obligations  of  similar  maturity.  The  present 
rate  is  3.225  percent.  Loans  will  not  be  made  in  excess  of  $250,000. 
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Makes  insured  farm  labor  housing  loans  pursuant  to  title  V  of 
the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  Such  insured  loans  are  made 
either  to  a  farmowner  or  to  a  public  or  private  nonprofit  orga¬ 
nization  to  provide  modest  living  quarters  and  related  facilities 
for  domestic  farm  labor.  These  loans,  which  are  made  with  funds 
advanced  by  private  lenders,  are  repayable  in  not  more  than  33 
years  at  not  in  excess  of  5  percent.  Otherwise,  insured  farm  labor 
housing  loans  are  subject  to  the  same  terms  and  limitations  appli¬ 
cable  to  other  types  of  insured  loans,  except  that  these  loans  are 
not  limited  to  family  farms  or  to  any  specific  amount. 

In  fiscal  year  1965,  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  began  to 
make  direct  resource  conservation  and  development  loans  from  funds 
appropriated  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  under  “Resource  con¬ 
servation  and  development.”  Loans  are  made  to  local  organizations 
s  and  individuals  for  planned  conservation  measures  and  works  of 
n  improvement  as  specified  in  approved  work  plans. 

Direct  loan  acccnmt. — Pursuant  to  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961,  a  direct  loan  account  was  established  in 
fiscal  year  1962.  Collections  of  principal  and  interest  on  loans  out¬ 
standing  are  deposited  in  the  direct  loan  account  and  are  available 
for  principal  and  interest  payments  on  borrowings  from  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  and  for  making  additional  loans  for  {a)  farm 
ownership,  {h)  soil  and  water  conservation,  and  (c)  operating  pur¬ 
poses.  Such  loans  may  be  made  only  in  such  amounts  as  may  be 
authorized  in  annual  appropriation  acts. 

As  of  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1968,  it  is  expected  that  this  account 
will  have  a  balance  of  $803,402,708.  This  amount,  together  with  ex¬ 
pected  collections  of  $357,639,000,  will  provide  total  loan  funds  of  in 
excess  of  $1,161  million  to  meet  the  ci-edit  needs  of  this  account  in  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  As  will  be  noted  later  in  this  report,  no  income 
will  be  available  from  the  sale  of  participation  authorizations  in  the 
next  fiscal  year,  since  authority  for  such  sales  has  not  been  approved. 

From  this  amount,  the  bill  provides  loan  authorizations  of  $337,- 
900,000,  including  $83  million  for  real  estate  loans,  $250  million  for 
^operating  loans,  and  $4,900,000  for  soil  conservation  loans.  These  are 
ythe  amounts  proposed  in  the  1969  budget.  They  are  $79,600,000  below 
,  the  amounts  authorized  in  the  1968  appropriation  bill. 

The  committee  has  gone  along  with  the  reduced  budget  levels  for 
these  loan  programs  very  reluctantly.  The  shortage  of  operating  loan 
funds  is  a  matter  of  great  concern  to  farmers  and  their  agri-business 
associates  throughout  the  Nation.  With  a  loan  level  of  $275  million^  in 
fiscal  year  1968,  after  the  freeze  of  $25  million  by  the  executive  branch, 
operating  loan  funds  were  exhausted  in  many  States  before  tlie  spring 
planting  season  began.  As  of  the  end  of  February  1968,  eight  States 
were  completely  out  of  operating  loan  funds  and  13  others  had  virtu¬ 
ally  exhausted  their  funds.  This  situation  has  become  even  more  criti¬ 
cal  since  that  time.  With  mandatory  budget  cuts  and  expenditure 
ceilings,  however,  this  situation  cannot  be  corrected  in  this  bill. 

Rural  housing  direct  loan  account. — Title  X  of  Public  Law  89-117 
(Housing and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1965),  approved  August  10, 
1965,  amends  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  to  ])rovide  for  the 
estaolishment  of  a  rural  liousing  direct  loan  account.  Tliis  amendment 
also  authorizes  the  transfer  to  the  rural  housing  direct  loan  account  of 
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(1)  all  funds,  claims,  notes,  mortgages,  contracts,  and  property,  and 
all  collections  and  pi’oceeds  therefrom  under  the  direct  loan  pro\dsions 
of  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  and  any  unexpended  balances  of 
amounts  borrowed  from  the  Secretaiy  of  the  Treasury  under  section 
511  of  the  act,  and  (2)  all  unexpended  balances  of  appropriations  for 
direct  loans  under  title  V,  including  funds  authorized  for  direct  elderly 
rental  housing  loans  by  section  515(a)  of  the  act. 

It  is  estimated  that,  as  of  June  30, 19G8,  this  direct  loan  account  will 
have  an  unused  balance  of  $427,162,934.  Estimated  collections  of  $65 
million  will  provide  a  total  of  over  $492  million  for  the  coming  fiscal 
year.  This  is  more  than  adequate  to  finance  the  $15  million  of  loan 
authority  approved  in  this  bill.  Accordingly,  the  authority  for  addi¬ 
tional  participation  sales  in  fiscal  year  1969  has  not  been  included  in 
the  bill. 

The  Committee  is  concerned  about  the  Administration’s  policy  which  _ 
requires  farmers  to  put  up  far  greater  security  for  housing  or  other ^ 
loans  than  other  rural  borrowers.  In  one  such  instance  which  came  to* I 
the  Committee’s  attention  recently,  it  was  demanded  that  the  borrower 
mortgage  his  entire  250  acres  of  land  to  obtain  a  $4,000  loan,  even 
though  other  rural  borroAvers  Avere  required  to  mortgage  only  several 
acres  of  their  land  as  security. 

This  policy  aa’us  estaWislied  in  earlier  years  Avlien  FHA  Avas  limited 
to  loans  for  farmhouses  on  farm  properties.  Noav  that  FHA  is  also 
authoi-ized  to  make  loans  on  rural  properties,  not  merely  fann  prop¬ 
erties,  this  policy  should  be  changed.  Farmers  Home  Administration 
sliould  require  adequate  and  proper  security  for  its  loans.  Such  secu¬ 
rity  should  be  reasonable,  hoAvever,  and  should  be  consistent  with 
collateral  required  on  other  types  of  loans.  Great  inequities  can  result 
from  the  present  unrealistic  policy  in  this  regard. 

Participation  sales  authorization. — Authority  for  the  proposed  sale 
of  $425  million  of  participation  certificates  is  not  recommended  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  As  noted  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  for  the  direct 
loan  programs,  large  unused  carryover  balances  are  expected  as  of 
June  30,  1968,  and  again  as  of  June  30,  1969.  The  estimated  June  30, 
1969,  balances  for  these  accounts  are  as  follows : 


Direct  loan  account : 

Total,  budget  estimate _  !f832,  275,  708 

Less  income  from  participation  sales  not  approved  in  bill--  ^—250,000,000 


i 


Balance - -  ,582,  275,  708 

Loan  autliorization  approA'ed  for  1969 _  337,  900, 000 


Rural  housing  direct  loan  account : 

Total,  budget  estimate _  688,  887, 934 

Less  income  from  patricipation  sales  not  approved  in  bill _  —250, 000, 000 


Balance  -  438,  887, 934 

Loan  authorization  approved  for  1969 _  15, 000,  000 


^Includes  carryover  of  $75,000,000  of  unused  authorization  from  1968. 

Rural  water  and  waste  disposal  grants. — This  neAv  program  Avas 
established  by  subtitle  A  of  the  legislation  adopted  last  session  (Public 
LaAv  89-240)  to  provide  grants  for  the  development  of  Avater  or  sewer 
systems  in  rural  areas.  The  amount  of  the  grant  may  not  exceed  50 
percent  of  the  total  cost  of  the  project. 

An  appropriation  of  $28  million  is  proposed  for  the  coming  year,  the 
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actual  funding  level  for  fiscal  year  1968.  This  is  an  increase  of  $750,000 
in  the  1969  budget  request  and  a  decrease  of  $2  million  in  the  1968 
appropriation  level. 

This  reduction  below  1968  funds  has  been  approved  by  the  committee 
to  conform  to  the  general  pattern  of  holding  to  the  1968  actual  operat¬ 
ing  level,  despite  the  large  unmet  demand  throughout  the  Nation  for 
water  and  waste  disposal  loans  and  grants.  It  seems  unwise  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  spend  increasing  millions  of  dollars  on  pollution  control 
through  other  Federal  programs,  while  reducing  funds  under  this 
heading  which  will  cut  down  on  the  actual  pollution  of  water  supplies, 
^ullage  by  village. 

Rural  reneioal. — The  rural  renewal  program  was  authorized  by 
section  102  of  the  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of  1962.  The  program 
provides  technical  assistance  to  locally  initiated  and  sponsored  demon¬ 
stration  projects.  Loans  are  made  to  local  public  agencies  or  groiq^s  for 
^  lairal  renewal  development  projects  specifically  related  to  conservation 
and  land  utilization.  To  be  eligible  for  designation  as  a  rural  renewal 
area,  the  locality  must  be  one  of  chronic  underemployment  on  farms 
and  unemployment  in  the  surrounding  communities  and  where  agri¬ 
culture  or  forestry  contributes  substantially  to  the  economy. 

The  bill  includes  $1,600,000  for  the  coming  year,  which  will  permit 
this  program  to  continue  at  the  1967  and  1968  operating  level. 

Rural  housing  for  domestic  farm  labor. — This  program  is  carried 
out  under  'section  516  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (Public 
Law  88-560) .  The  program  provides  for  sharing  up  to  two-thirds  of 
the  total  development  cost  of  farm  labor  housing  projects. 

The  1968  level  Cf  $3,500,000  is  proposed  for  this  program  in  the  next 
fiscal  year.  This  is  a  reduction  of  $1,500,000,  made  necessary  by  the 
stringent  fiscal  yardstick  adopted  by  the  committee  in  approving  funds 
for  future  operations  of  USD  A  programs. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — ^An  appropriation  of  $57,641,000  is  proposed 
in  the  bill  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  a  decrease  of  $1,491,000  in  the 
1969  budget  estimate.  The  increase  of  $1,653,000  over  the  1968  appro¬ 
priation  is  provided  to  meet  salary  increases  which  accrued  in  fiscal 
year  1968.  In  addition  to  the  sum  proposed,  transfers  from  other  ac- 
'  counts  have  been  approved  in  the  amounts  recommended  in  the  1969 
budget,  which  provides  a  total  of  $60,391,000  available  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  in  fiscal  year  1969. 

Tim  size  and  scope  of  the  various  programs  of  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  have  been  increased  tremendously  in  recent  years.  The 
number  and  size  of  loans  and  collections,  both  direct  and  insured,  con¬ 
tinue  to  increase.  The  need  for  increased  supervision  of  these  loans 
increases  as  credit  becomes  tighter,  as  costs  of  production  increase,  and 
as  the  net  return  from  farming  goes  down.  Also,  the  major  respon¬ 
sibility  for  the  rural  community  development  function  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  was  assigned  to  this  agency  several  years  ago. 
New  programs,  such  as  water  facilities  loans  and  grants,  and  rural 
renewal  activities  have  been  added  to  the  long  list  of  programs  admin¬ 
istered  by  this  organization.  There  is  every  reason  to  accept  the  FHA 
Administrator's  statement  that  the  personnel  of  this  agency  are  re¬ 
quired  to  put  in  many  hours  of  overtime  each  year.  He  described  the 
situation  in  these  words : 
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There  is  no  doubt  in  iny  mind  that  our  people  are  over¬ 
worked. 

The  statistics  on  the  increase  in  volume  of  our  activities  in 
recent  years  compared  to  the  increase  in  the  size  of  our  staff 
make  this  apparent. 

Comparing  the  figures  for  19(51  with  the  estimates  for 
1969: 

The  amount  of  funds  advanced  will  increase  248  per¬ 
cent. 

The  amount  of  loans  outstanding  Avill  increase  304  per¬ 
cent. 

The  number  of  people  benefited  Avill  increase  338  per¬ 
cent. 

Rut  the  number  of  man-years  of  people  employed  will 
increase  only  41  percent. 

While  additional  funds  are  needed  to  fully  meet  the  responsibilities  ^ 
of  this  agency  in  the  coming  year,  the  committee  is  unable  to  include 
(liem  in  this  bill  under  its  very  restricted  approach  to  the  1969  budget. 

Title  III — Corporations  (Includes  Public  Law  480  and  Other 
Foreign  Assistance  Programs) 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

The  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  is  a  wholly  owned  Govern¬ 
ment  corporation  created  February  16,  1938,  to  carry  out  the  Federal 
Crop  Insurance  Act.  Its  purpose  is  to  promote  the  national  welfare 
by  improving  the  economic  stability  of  agriculture  through  a  sound 
system  of  crop  insurance  and  providing  the  means  for  research  and 
experience  helpful  in  devising  and  establishing  such  insurance. 

Crop  insurance  offered  to  agricultural  producers  by  the  Corporatioii 
provides  protection  from  losses  caused  by  unai  oidable  natural  hazards, 
such  as  insect  and  wildlife  damage,  plant  diseases,  fire,  drought,  flood, 
wind,  and  other  weather  conditions.  It  does  not  indemnify  producers 
for  losses  resulting  from  negligence  or  failure  to  observe  good  farming  ^ 
practices. 

An  appropriation  of  $10,487,000,  plus  authority  to  use  $2,850,000 
premium  income,  is  recommend  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  This  provides 
a  total  of  $13,337,000  Avhich  is  the  1968  actual  operating  level.  The  in¬ 
crease  of  $279,000  over  the  1968  appropriation  level  is  needed  to  cover 
1968  Pay  Act  increases. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

The  Corporation  was  organized  October  17, 1933,  under  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  Delaware,  as  an  agency  of  the  United  States,  and  Avas 
managed  and  operated  in  close  affiliation  Avith  the  Reconstruction 
Finance  Corporation.  On  July  1,  1939,  it  Avas  transferred  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  by  the  President’s  Reorganization  Plan  I. 

On  July  1,  1948,  it  Avas  established  as  an  agency  and  instrumentality 
of  the  United  States  under  a  permanent  Federal  charter  by  Public 
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Law  80-806,  as  amended.  Its  operations  are  conducted  pursuant  to 
this  charter  and  other  specific  legislation. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  engages  in  buying,  selling, 
lending,  and  other  activities  with  respect  to  agricultural  commodities, 
their  products,  food,  feeds,  and  fibers.  Its  purposes  include  stabilizing, 
supporting,  and  protecting  farm  income  and  prices;  assisting  in  the 
maintenance  of  balance  and  adequate  supplies  of  such  commodities; 
and  facilitating  their  orderly  distribution.  The  Corporation  also  makes 
available  materials  and  facilities  required  in  connection  with  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  marketing  of  such  commodities. 

The  Corporation  is  managed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  af)pointed  by 
the  President  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate,  subject  to  the  general 
supervision  and  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who  is,  ex 
officio,  a  Director  and  Chairman  of  the  Board.  In  addition,  it  has  a 
bipartisan  Advisory  Board  of  five  members  appointed  by  the  President 
to  survey  the  general  policies  of  the  Corporation  and  advise  the 
Secretaiy  with  respect  thereto. 

Personnel  and  facilities  of  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Con¬ 
servation  Service,  ASC  State  and  county  committees,  and  other  USD  A 
agencies  are  used  to  carry  out  Corporation  activities. 

The  Corporation  has  an  authorized  capital  stock  of  $100  million 
held  by  the  United  States  and  authority  to  borrow  up  to  $14.5  billion. 
Funds  are  borrowed  from  the  Federal  Treasury  and  may  also  be  bor¬ 
rowed  from  private  lending  agencies.  In  connection  with  loan  guar¬ 
antees,  the  Corporation  reserves  a  sufficient  amount  of  its  borrowing 
authority  to  purchase  at  any  time  all  notes  and  other  obligations 
evidencing  loans  made  by  lending  agencies  or  certificates  of  interest 
issued  in  connection  with  the  financing  of  price-support  operations. 
All  bonds,  notes,  debentures,  and  similar  obligations  issued  by  the 
Corporation  are  subject  to  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
as  required  by  the  act  of  March  8,  1939  (15  U.S.C.  713a-4). 

Reimbursement  for  net  realized  losses. — A  total  appropriation  of 
$3,188,112,500  is  included  in  the  bill  to  restore  capital  impairment 
incurred  during  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967.  Of  this  amount,  $350,- 
467,000  is  provided  to  liquidate  contract  authorization  established  in 
fiscal  year  1968  to  meet  the  total  needs  of  the  program. 

The  new  obligational  authority  recommended  is  $460,393,500  less 
than  proposed  in  the  1969  budget.  In  view  of  testimony  from  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service, 
which  indicates  that  an  unused  balance  of  around  $2  billion  will  be  on 
hand  at  the  end  of  the  1969  fiscal  year,  this  reduction  seems  entirely 
reasonable  and  appropriate. 

TAmitation  on  administrative  expenses. — The  1968  authorization 
and  1969  budget  estimate  of  $31,500,000  is  approved  again  for  fiscal 
year  1969.  This  agency  is  to  be  commended  for  gradually  reducing  its 
administrative  costs  through  the  years  from  $47,916,000  in  fiscal  year 
1962  to  $31,500,000  proposed  for  fiscal  year  1969. 

FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

A  number  of  statutes  provide  for  the  facilities  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  be  used  in  carrying  out  programs  for  the  ex- 
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portation  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  and  authorize  appro¬ 
priations  to  reimburse  the  Corporation  for  costs  incurred  in  connection 
with  such  programs. 

Prior  to  fiscal  year  1962,  the  Corporation  was  reimbursed  for  the 
costs  of  these  activities  by  appropriations  subsequent  to  incurrence 
of  the  costs.  Beginning  in  the  fiscal  year  1962,  the  Congress  added 
funds  to  place  these  activities  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis,  appropriating 
for  estimated  costs  in  fiscal  year  1962.  Subsequent  bills  have  included 
funds  for  each  ensuing  fiscal  year  on  fhe  same  advance  funding  basis 
as  for  other  programs  of  the  Department. 

Tlie  following  activities  are  currently  being  carried  out  under  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  Public 
Law  480, 83d  Congress,  as  amended  by  the  Food  for  Peace  Act  of  1966 : 

Sale  of  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  cairrencies  {title  /) 
(7  U.S.O.  1701-1709). — Under  this  title,  the  United  States  accepts 
foreign  currency  in  payment  for  sales  of  available  U.S.  farm  products. 
These  currencies  may  then  be  used  for  such  purposes  as  agricultural 
market  development,  military  equipment,  facilities  and  services  for  the 
common  defense,  payment  of  U.S.  obligations  abroad,  and  military 
housing,  among  other  specified  purposes.  If  regular  appropriations  of 
any  Federal  agency  are  available  for  any  purp)ose  for  which  foreign 
currencies  are  used,  the  agency  must  biiy  the  currency  for  dollars. 
These  dollars  are  credited  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and 
reduce  Public  Law  480  appropriations. 

Sale  of  agricultural  commodities  for  dollars  on  credit  terms  ( title  I) 
(  7  U.S.C.  1701-1709) . — This  title  provides  for  sales  of  U.S.  farm 
products  imder  long-term  credit  arrangements.  The  major  objective 
is  to  stimulate  and  increase  sales  for  dollars  through  credit.  The 
purpose  is  to  expand  international  trade;  to  develop  and  expand 
export  markets;  and  to  encourage  economic  development  in  the  de¬ 
veloping  countries.  Agreements  may  be  entered  into  for  the  delivery 
of  available  U.S.  farm  products  for  periods  of  up  to  10  years.  Agree¬ 
ments  are  with  the  governments  of  friendly  nations,  including  finan¬ 
cial  institutions  acting  on  behalf  of  such  nations.  Agreements  may  also 
be  made  with  U.S.  and  foreign  private  traders.  Repayments  are 
made  in  U.S.  dollars,  Avith  interest.  Repayments  may  be  for  periods 
of  up  to  20  years.  Interest  is  charged  from  the  date  of  last  delivery 
in  each  calendar  year.  Minimum  rates  of  interest  are  set  by  laAv. 

G ommodities  disposed  of  and  other  costs  incurred  in  connection  with 
donations  abroad  {title  II)  {7  U.S.C.  1721-1721f). — ITnder  this  title, 
donations  of  available  agricultural  commodities  (not  limited  to  stocks 
held  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation)  are  made  to  assist  friendly 
nations  and  friendly  peoples,  and  to  promote  economic  and  commu¬ 
nity  development  in  underdeveloped  countries.  ITp  to  $7.5  million  each 
year  may  be  spent  to  buy  foreign  currencies  accruing  under  title  I. 
These  funds  are  to  meet  special  costs  (other  than  personnel  and  ad¬ 
ministrative)  of  cooperating  groups.  The  Corporation  pays  ocean 
freight  on  shipments  under  this  title. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  also  conducts  special  export 
programs,  including  Bartered  materials  for  supplemental  stockpile 
and  the  International  Wheat  Agreement.  The  International  Wheat 
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Agreement  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  exi)ircd  July  91,  1995.  The  Com 
modity  Credit  Corporation  is  carrying  out  the'  protocol  agreement 
under  the  commodity  export  program  pursuant  to  its  general  eliartei- 
authority. 

Public  Laxo  JfSO. — The  bill  for  next  year  includes  a  total  of  $;)()0  mil¬ 
lion  for  this  program,  including  $100  million  for  long-term  credit  sales 
for  dollars  under  title  I  and  $200  million  for  donations  under  title  II. 
While  this  is  a  reduction  of  $618,143,000  in  the  1969  budget  request, 
it  should  be  noted  that  a  total  of  $1,172,857,000  will  be  available  for 
these  programs  in  fiscal  year  1969,  including  $342,600,000  due  to  ex¬ 
pected  receipts  from  the  sale  of  foreign  currencies  and  loan  repay¬ 
ments,  $530,257,000  of  prior  year  unused  balances  which  will  be  avail¬ 
able  in  1969,  and  $300  million  new  moneys  carried  in  this  bill. 

These  programs  contribute  nothing  to  our  balance-of-payments  defi¬ 
cit.  In  fact,  they  probably  add  to  such  deficits  since  they  have  a  tend- 
^  ency  to  substitute  donations  and  sales  for  foreign  currencies  for  the 
'  regular  commercial  dollar  sales.  Under  today’s  conditions,  with  an 
urgent  need  for  additional  foreign  exchange  from  sales  for  dollars, 
and  with  increasing  financial  pressures  on  our  Federal  budget,  the  com¬ 
mittee  feels  that  large  expenditures  under  Public  Law  480  are  not 
justified — particularly  when  such  expenditures  are  made  at  the  expense 
of  the  various  soil  and  Avater  conservation  programs  needed  to  preserve 
the  natural  resources  here  in  our  oAvn  country. 

A  more  complete  discussion  of  the  committee’s  position  on  this  mat¬ 
ter  Avill  be  found  on  pages  17-18  of  this  report. 

Bartered  materials  for  supplemental  stockpile. — The  committee  con¬ 
curs  in  the  budget  proposal  that  no  additional  funds  be  provided  for 
this  program  in  fiscal  year  1969.  Reimbursable  offshore  procurement 
for  other  Federal  agencies  through  barter  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  will  be  continued  through  the  use  of  funds  available  to  such 
agencies. 

Title  IV — Related  Agencies 

FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 

^  Limitation  on  administrative  expenses. — The  Administration  super¬ 

vises,  examines,  and  provides  facilities  and  services  to  a  coordinated 
system  of  farm  credit  banks  and  associations  making  loans  to  farmers 
and  their  cooperatives.  Services  and  facilities  furnished  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  facilitate  the  operations  of  the  several  agencies  and  their 
progress  toward  farmer  ownership.  Typical  services  are:  custody  of 
collateral  for  bonds  and  debentures,  assistance  in  financing  and  invest¬ 
ments,  credit  analysis,  development  of  land  appraisal  standards  and 
policies,  preparation  of  reports  and  budgets,  and  preparation  and  dis¬ 
tribution  of  information  on  farm  credit.  All  expenses  of  these  activities 
are  paid  by  assessments  collected  from  the  banks  and  associations  of 
the  farm  credit  system. 

Since  December  4,  1953,  the  Administration  has  been  an  inde¬ 
pendent  agency  under  the  direction  of  a  Federal  Farm  Credit  Board 
( 12  U.S.C.  636b) .  The  Administration,  originally  created  by  Executive 
Order  No.  6084  on  May  27,  1933,  was  transferred  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  on  July  1,  1939,  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 
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The  committee  recommends  the  full  budget  estimate  of  $3,436,000 
for  the  next  fiscal  year.  The  increase  of  $212,000  over  1968  is  pri¬ 
marily  to  cover  (1)  the  unabsorbed  cost  of  pay  increases  (Public  Law 
90-206)  effective  for  a  full  year  in  1969  as  compared  to  9  months  in 
1968,  (2)  vacancies  filled  for  a  full  year  in  1969,  and  (3)  two  new’ 
positions  in  1969  in  the  data  processing  field. 

Title  V — General  Provisions 

Sections  501  through  507  of  the  general  provisions  contained  in 
the  accompanying  bill  for  fiscal  year  1969  are  essentially  the  same  as 
those  included  in  previous  appropriation  bills. 

Section  501  authorizes  the  purchase  of  626  passenger  motor  vehicles 
in  fiscal  year  1969.  This  will  permit  the  replacement  of  457  vehicles 
wLich  have  reached  the  Federal  replacement  standard  of  6  years  or 
60,000  miles.  It  also  authorizes  the  purchase  of  169  passenger  vehicles 
to  replace  an  equal  number  of  sedan  delivery  trucks  in  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Research  Service  and  the  Soil  Conservation  Service.  In  fiscal 
year  1967  the  average  cost  of  operating  sedan  delivery  trucks,  includ¬ 
ing  maintenance  and  depreciation,  w’as  5.79  cents  per  mile  compared 
with  4.67  cents  for  sedans,  a  saving  of  1.12  cents  per  mile.  The  total 
annual  saving  is  estimated  at  about  $52,000  per  annum. 

As  noted  earlier  in  this  report,  two  new’  general  provisions,  sections 
508  and  509  have  been  added  to  the  bill  this  year.  Section  508  limits 
the  use  of  USDA  funds  to  finance  outside  boards,  commissions,  and 
similar  groups.  Section  509  limits  expenditures  in  fiscal  year  1969 
to  expenditures  authorized  for  1968  plus  certain  necessary  1969  in¬ 
creases.  A  full  discussion  of  these  provisions  will  be  found  on  pages 
5-7  and  30  of  this  report. 

LIMITATIONS  AND  LEGISLATIVE  PROVISIONS 

The  follow’ing  limitations  and  legislative  provisions  not  heretofore 
carried  in  any  Appropriation  Act  are  included  in  the  bill : 

On  page  5,  in  connection  with  the  Agricultural  Research  Service: 

(md  in  addition^  the  June  30,  1968^  unexpended  halance  of 
funds  approprinted  to  the  President  in  the  Supplemental 
Appropriation  Act,  1959  {Puhlic  Law  85-766,  approved  Au¬ 
gust  27,  1958)  under  the  heading  '"’‘Translation  of  puhlica- 
tions  and  scientific  cooperationi’’’  shall  he  merged,  with  this 
appropriation: 

On  page  29,  in  connection  wdth  Rural  Housing  Direct  Lortn  account.’ 
Provided,  That  farmer  applicants  for  housing  loans  shall  he 
required  to  offer  only  such  collateral  security  as  is  required 
of  owners  of  nonfarm  tracts. 

On  jiage  33,  in  connection  with  Public  Law  480  : 

Provided,  That  any  unexpended  halances  of  appropriations 
heretofore  availahlc  under  this  heading  for  title  1  of  said  Act 
may  he  merged  with  this  appropriation ; 

On  page  35,  in  connection  with  the  General  Provisions : 

Sec.  508.  None  of  the  funds  in  this  Act  shall  he  available  to 
finance  interdepartmental  hoards,  commissions,  councils,  com- 


67 


mitfees^  or  similar  groups  under  sec.  21J{.  of  the  Independent 
Offices  Appropriation  Act,  19^0  {31  U.S.C.  691)  tchicli  do 
not  have  prior  and  sjyecific  congressional  approval  of  such 
method  of  financial  support. 

Sec.  609.  In  no  event  shall  the  expenditures  in  fiscal  year 
1969  for  the  programs  financed  hy  this  hill  {excluding  the 
Farm  Credit  Administration  and  its  member  institutions)  ex¬ 
ceed  in  the  aggregate  the  total  actual  expenditures  authorized 
for  fiscal  year  1968,  plus  {1)  expenditures  necessary  in  fiscal 
year  1969  to  cover  pay  cost  increases,  retirement  and  compen¬ 
sation  fund  costs,  penalty  mail  costs,  employee  compensation 
costs  and  similar  mandatory  items,  and  {2)  expenditures  to 
meet  the  increases  provided  in  this  hill  for  meal  and  poultry 
inspection  and  the  food  stamp  program. 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBUGATIONAI)  AUTHORITY  FOR  1968  AND  THE  BUDGET 

ESTIMATES  FOR  1969 


68 


c 

03 

a 

S 


3 


09 

P 

p 

Ph 

p 

< 

A 

p 

H 

Pm 


^  CO 

M  S 

o 
H 
H 
P 
<1 


tIS 

3 

o 

(J 


p 

<1 

o 

M 

H 

◄ 

dj 

M 

P 

n 

o 

'w' 

H 

H 

0 

P 

P 

n 


H 

H 

iz; 

o 

A 

» 

A4 


C8 

d 


w  <JJ 


lU  ^ 

2  G  ^ 

05  O® 


^  /-S  « 

o  2 
bfi  ** 
3  ®  o 
CQ  G 


C5  « 

.£?>> 

S'E 
3o 
^•G  _ 

©  "g  S  ^ 

“«S  £i 

SC* 

.o  a 

tk  G 

?  o 
©  s 

:z; 


'S 

s 

c<3 


O 

O 

CO 

CO** 

(N 

+ 


O 

o 

CO 

CO** 

00 


o 

o 

o 

o' 

o 

<N 


0 

o 


.S 

‘■iS 

ci 

O 

O" 

s 


05 

oo 

00 

00 

o 


+ 


lO 

(M 

CO 

o 

05 

00*' 

+ 


o 

o 

o 

o’' 

o 

o 

0“ 

o 

CO 


o 

o 

o 

10" 

o 

05 


o 

o 

o 

o'* 

o 

t*- 

CO 

CO 


CO 

o 

CO 


00 

lO 


o 

o 

o 

o 

05 


uo 

CO 

of 

05 

l> 

tjT 

CO 


o 

o 

o 

0“ 

o 

CO 

lO 

10 

+ 


o 

o 

o 

0“ 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 

o' 

o 

CO 

(N" 

10 


o 

o 

o 

o" 

o 

iO 

CO 

(M 


o  o 
o  o 
o  o 


o 

o 


CO 


o 

o 

o 

CO 


o 

o 

o 

o'* 

o 

10 

co" 


o 

o 

o 

o'* 

o 


05 

(N 


H  cy 

<  .2 


0) 

o 

*> 

tH 

C5 


a> 

bO 

c 


(M 

CO 


u 

o 


T3 

o 

s 

s 

o 

C5 

'3 

u, 

0 

3 

o 

'V, 

bO 

c3 


a 

o 


o 


T3 

o 

s 
s 

o 

o 
3 
o 

CW 

3 

o 


o 

<1 

3 

o 

3 

c 

o 

c3 

:zi 

o 

u 

*> 

Ui 

o 

05 


c3 

> 

u> 

05 

CQ 

G 

o 

o 

XJ 

G 

C3 

G 

o 


c 

0 

w 

c3 

3 

G 

bO 

.2 

4-» 

.2 

05 

W 

CQ 

<«-) 

< 

3 

a 

0 

05 

W 

*0 

G 

0 

G 

05 

3 

G 

05 

CL 

3 

tH 

G 

> 

0 

G 

eG 

3 

CL 

G 

05 

a 

05 

^CQ 

G 

4P> 

a 

*n 

05 

G 

3 

05 

G 

CQ 

P4 

Oh 

.a 

05 

G 

‘C 

G 

bO 

0 

bC 

c5 

a 

Ui 

0 

05 

Ch 

c» 

G 

o 


t-, 

a 

o 

Ut 

a 

a 

c3 

G 

o 

3 

s 

o 

a 


o 

H 


G 

o 

cS 

o 

a 

Sm 

o 

o 


T3 

o 

tN 

o 


T3 

o 

s 

6 

o 

o 


o 

G 

bC 

.£ 

3 

G 

<D 


c 

o 


o 

CL, 


c3 

tH 

bC 

o 


c3 

CQ 


T3 

2 

O 

(h 

o 

a 

X 

W 


U4 

o 

G2 


o 


c3 

bO 

.5 

3 

G 

a; 


G 

05 

G 

a 

u 

o; 

O. 


o 

H 


‘  Includes  transfers  to  other  appropriation  Items  as  shown  in  later  tables. 


69 


'>» 

C 


3 


JS 


3 

,3 


3 

O 

u 


-3 

C 

3 

>> 


a® 

£  o 

o  ^ 
3*^ 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o' 

oo" 

t>r 

co" 

l> 

0 

C<l 

1 

CD 

CO 

+ 

0 

1 

+ 

+ 

+ 

£  3^ 

C3  ©2 


I 


I  03 
bfli? 
c>75  C 

oS-c 

bo 

■o  te  3 
a  5  05 
M  3 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

CO** 

co" 

o' 

0 

»D 

05 

CO 

CO 

0 

CO 

0 

00 

<N 

lO* 

CO 

CO 

•Sf  >. 

11 

J= 

■£■32 

3^ 

,3  03 

&  0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

t>r 

LO' 

00*' 

tc 

00" 

CD 

CO 

h- 

0 

0 

05 

00 

co" 

CO 

CO 

•3 

§ 

>. 


c: 

3 


3 


3 

o 

(V 

3 

% 


CO 

'O 

3 

3 

T3 

o 


3 

O 

o 

CO 

3 

O 

o 

3 

3 

a 

OJ 

3) 


CO 

'D 

3 

3 

tM 

■3 

0) 

3 

j3 


3 

O 

CO 

3 

O 

O 

3 

3 

% 

C5 


bO 

.2 

3 

bC 

TJ 

3 

3 

3 

O 

+3 

o 

OP 

a 

CO 

.2 

O 

<4M 

CO 

a» 

'6 

o 


73 

3 

3 

Uh 

TJ 

3 

Si 


3 

O 

o 


0) 

D 

i 

u 

03 

OQ 

3 

1 

1 

*> 

03 

03 

U 

02 

bO 

0 

03 

3 

1 

1 

t 

0 

*> 

^3 

CO 

T3 

s: 

C5 

*> 

U 

D 

03 

02 

‘-5 

03 

'S 

C3 

ro 

3 

3 

U4 

02 

43 

3 

<13 

GO 

03 

3 

0 

05 

3 

03 

3 

§ 

•4^ 

CO 

3 

*•3 

3 

OQ 

03 

'3 

c 

CO 

^03 

^3 

3 

> 

03 

CO 

3 

0 

« 

2 

3 

D 

s 

'S 

3 

0 

bC 

3 

0 

H 

3 

0 

0 

3 

3 

CO 

3 

0 

u 

03 

'C 

bC 

Q 

0 

V 

<J 

m 

H 

0 

0 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  FOR  1968  AND  BUDGET 
ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  BILL  FOR  1969 

[Note — All  amounts  are  in  the  form  of  “appropriations”  unless  otherwise  indicated] 


70 


CP  ^ 

O 

1 

1 

«v 

o 

o 

1 

1 

o 

O 

o 

O 

1 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

’S  o 

CO 

1 

o 

t 

CD 

o 

CD 

Saa 

o' 

1 

o‘ 

of 

1 

of 

o" 

of 

«3 

.5^  o 

o 

1 

o 

1 

o 

CO 

1 

1 

QO 

CO 

1 

1 

CD 

(N 

CO 

1 

■s  a  !>• 

o 

1 

o 

co" 

1 

CO 

OO 

Si 

2.2  •a 

^-4 

r 

»>< 

• 

(N 

** 

1 

1 

1 

{ 

1 

1 

% 

CP  2.  cq 
euo.&0(2 

1 

1 

1 

I 

'w' 

1 

1 

1 

1 

<35 

a 

mS 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

A  o  o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

CP 

o 

1 

C) 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

3 

o  «  CP 

O 

CP 

o 

co" 

1 

1 

1 

o 

00 

IC 

co" 

o 

o' 

lO 

CD*' 

o 

o" 

lO 

cd" 

..j'C  S-a 

o 

1 

<s 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

to 

CPO 

1 

00 

lO 

o 

CO 

o 

CO 

ass'® 

.o'*® 

o 

1 

1 

(N 

co" 

nT 

€e 

1 

1 

1 

i 

a  « 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Z.2& 

1 

1 

y*~s 

CP 

o 

o 

o 

o 

O 

o 

o 

o 

.5?  >»i3 

o 

o 

o 

o 

<C> 

o 

o 

o 

lO 

o 

lO 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o'^ 

of 

cT 

of 

00 

cT 

o" 

•1-9 

IV 

C) 

OP 

o 

Iv 

o 

Si  — 

o 

c> 

03 

<M 

o 

(N 

lo 

lO 

c> 

uo 

«! 

t-H  » 

TiH 

»D 

,0  c!  C 

<M 

00 

ill 

s 

rH 

(N 

z 

CP 

Ut 

y— \ 

*o 

O 

C) 

o 

o 

o 

O 

o 

o 

CO 

CP 

*3  2 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

c  ^ 

o 

lO 

<c> 

CD 

o 

CD 

G5 

s 

o 

CO 

o' 

of 

cT 

o" 

o" 

o'* 

.SP«S 

o 

K 

Tf< 

<N 

o 

(N 

CO 

<M 

o 

CD 

o 

05 

Iv 

CD 

. 

CD 

GO 

(N 

« 

CO 

00 

(N 

CO 

'w' 

(N 

2-^ 

M 

fl  3 
c<S 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

O 

o 

O 

o  ® 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

•SStSTi 

lO 

o 

o 

o 

iO 

o 

lO 

UO 

C) 

(M 

o 

o 

•■a  §- 

Iv 

o 

o 

o 

o 

!>• 

<D  2  o  -JS 
bfi5 

l> 

co" 

o 

>-f 

00 

Iff 

o 

of 

»o 

lO 

00 

o 

co" 

3® 

CO 

00 

<M 

CO 

X5 

"3  S? 

>-i 

(M 

(N 

OP 

a  s 

Z.2  (» 

•M 

i 


i 


■o 

c 

ca 


u> 

< 


m 

W 


cn 

0) 


I— ( 

> 


o3 

"3 


H 

O 

<i3 


4J 

U 


< 

Pi 

H 

w 

o 


> 

O) 

tB 


a 

(h 

o3 

OJ 


aj  .. 

Pi  2 


H 


03  « 

ii  ^ 

|S 

I'g 

bO 

< 


(h 

c3 

o; 

cn 

0^ 

Ph 


t 

(M 

c 

.2 

CO 

CP 

(3 

OP 

CO 

a 

Pi 

o 

fl 

(h 

o 

a 

a 

Lh 

3 

u 

OP 

CP 

CD 

OP 

C 

t-i 

3 

S 

CO 

a 


73 

c3 


CO 

c3 


o 

Ui 

OP 


0) 

t-l 


s 


o 

H 


a 

c3 


o 


-1^ 


a 

o 

a 

a 

c3 

0) 


CP 

CO 

a 

O 

a 

X 

CP 


u, 

o 


73 

G 

c3 


o 

CP 

a 

CO 


x: 

u 

o3 

CP 


CP 


a 


"O 

3 


c3 


c3 

CO 


CD  ^ 

§  P 

S,a 


CP 

u 

D 


V 


go 


-4-5 

fl  o 

o3  O 


CP 

CP 

a 


c3 

O 

H 


73  a> 


bO 

<  CP 
CP 


o3  ^• 


CO 


CP 

S  fl 

H  bO 


o3  (V 

-gM 


^•S 

ci 

zn 


State  Research  Sei 


71 


o 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

»c 

»o 

o 

r-T 

o’' 

o 

id" 

CD 

00 

CD. 

»d" 

(M 

GC 

o 

o 

<N 

iD 

ID 

o 

00 

Tf 

(M 

CO 

lO 

1 

lO 

1 

cc 

CD 

ID 

D1 

CO 

CO 

CO*" 

1 

1 

1 

of 

t^" 

Ol" 

1 

>-H 

I 

1 

1 

1 

+ 

+ 

+ 

CO 

+ 

1 

o 

o 

1 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

\ 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

IC 

lO 

1 

CD 

lO 

Tt^ 

CO 

id‘ 

CO 

co" 

CD 

N. 

i> 

cc 

»o 

oo 

1 

00 

00 

CO 

o 

o 

o 

ID 

CO 

(N 

o 

CD 

CO 

1 

+ 

+ 

CO 

1> 

CO 

00 

CO 

co" 

1 

1 

+ 

co" 

+ 

lO 

id" 

1 

+ 

o" 

+ 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

+ 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

uo 

lO 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

CO 

00 

Oi 

00 

00 

CO*' 

id" 

o 

o" 

o" 

CD 

oT 

lO 

CO 

CO 

00 

o 

CD 

o 

o 

o 

ID 

00 

Oi 

lO 

00 

00 

CO 

00 

o 

o 

o 

(N 

CO 

t> 

oo' 

cc 

00 

CO" 

(M 

co" 

CD 

uo 

o" 

CD 

cd" 

00 

IM 

lO 

o 

^*4 

CD 

(N 

M 

m 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

lO 

ip 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

cT 

CO 

o' 

oo“ 

oT 

00* 

CO 

oo" 

»d" 

oo" 

rf 

CO 

o 

!>. 

I-H 

o 

CD 

CD 

1-H 

Ci 

CO 

lO 

00 

CD 

00 

CO 

CO 

Oi 

05 

c<r 

oT 

CO 

iM" 

o' 

cd" 

(M" 

(N" 

co" 

cd" 

cd" 

co" 

o 

00 

o 

»*H 

05 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

UO 

ID 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

CO 

cc 

co" 

CO 

(M 

TtH 

o" 

o 

co" 

CO 

c^ 

o" 

LO 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

ID 

CO 

(N 

(N 

(M 

Oi 

00 

o 

CO 

ID 

o 

1> 

CO 

Tj< 

co" 

00 

CO 

(M 

<d" 

CO** 

CD" 

o 

id" 

CD" 

CD 

00 

(N 

CD 

cc 

o 

T-H 

CO 

c3 

Ph 

*o 

o 

*> 


a 
o 
p. 
X 
o 

§ 

■4^ 

ri  CC 

O  P 

2  S 

o 

O 


o 


o 

c 

*OT 

c 

a; 

X 


o 

o 

s 


0) 

d 

Ph 

T3 

c: 

c3 


C/} 

O 


c 

o 

s 

c3 

PL, 


c: 

.2 

’w 

p 

a; 

■*^ 

X 

o 


CO 

O 

o 


a 

o 

s 

ID 

D 

Pi 


c3 

s 


p 

D 

bO 

o3 


o3 

P 

D 

pL, 


c3 

D 

TJ 

D 


D 

D 


O 

C/} 

c 

.2 

’m 

D 

X 

W 


> 

D 

C» 

P 

2 

‘w 

C 

D 

X 

W 


o 

H 


> 

o 

02 

o 

> 


D 

a 

o 

o 

O 


p- 


D 

O 

’> 

D 

CO 

a 

.2 

c3 

> 

o 

CO 

p 

O 

o 


o 

02 


CO 

a 

.2 

c3 

u 

O 

a 

o 

p 

2 

*■5 

c3 

> 

D 

CO 

a 

O 

O 


c: 

(d 

cS 


T3 

O 


CJ 

bO  .9 


o 

D 

-1^ 

o 

a 

"O 

D 

CO 

Sh 

D 

•4-9 

c3 


.2 

*-*3 

P 

<u 

> 

D 

Ui 

a 

T3 

o 

o 


^  ^  E 


bO 

o 


p 

2 

’■2 

o3 

> 

Sm 

D 

(A 

d 

o 

o 

to 

d 
•  ^ 

d 


d 

D 

o 


a 

o 

'd 

> 

o 

T3 

d 

d 

d 

.2 

'•3 

d 

> 

i-t 

O 

CO 

d 

o 

D 

<^1 

§' 

QQ 

D 

Ph 


D 

O 

> 

D 

CO 

d 

.2 

d 

> 

D 

CO 

d 

o 

O 

rd 

o 

CO 


o 

H 


d 

d 

to 

.2 

’C 

d 

'd 

CO 


D 

CO 

xi 

o 

d 

D 

CO 

D 

Pi 


a 

o 

d 

o 

o 

pi] 


See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  80. 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  FOR  1968  AND  BUDGET 
ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  BILL  FOR  1969— Continued 

[Note— All  amounts  are  in  the  form  of  “appropriations”  unless  otherwise  indicated] 


72 


cr 

®  3 

-tJ  o3  u. 
cU  “  c3 

go 

>* 
C  — - 
OT  o  C5 

a'ScS 

So  W) 


^  2  ^ 

Ba  Sot 

o  •— 
aJs!r'  fc- 

W)  ^  o 

-o 

3  ©*5 

n  =  § 


.2  ^ 


'3 

5 

>» 


© 


© 

b£ 


CO 

W 

HH 

H 

>— < 

> 

HH 

H 

O 

^  0) 

<-.s 

d 

HO 

H 

O 


H 

hJ 

H 

H 


1 

1 

I 

1 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

0 

t 

0 

lO 

lO 

1 

1 

0 

1 

c 

1 

1 

Ci 

CO 

1 

1 

1 

00 

» 

<50 

00 

lO 

1 

1 

1 

t 

Tt< 

00 

J 

1 

1 

CO 

1 

€0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

• 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

! 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

N 

o 

o 

1 

i 

1 

1 

0 

CO 

o 

o 

1 

i 

1 

1 

0 

CO 

o 

lO 

1 

I 

1 

1 

c 

c 

oT 

1 

1 

1 

1 

lO 

l> 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CO 

CO 

1 

1 

1 

1 

00 

©0 

€0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

+ 

03 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

03 

+ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

+ 

+ 

1 

1 

1 

J 

J 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

> 

1 

I 

1 

o 

o 

o 

0 

c 

0 

0 

<^3 

o 

o 

o 

C3 

c 

0 

0 

<r> 

lo 

lO 

o 

0 

c 

0 

c 

c 

03' 

o’' 

cT 

c 

10' 

00 

00 

lO 

0 

c 

03 

0 

0 

00 

<50 

Tfl 

00 

•M 

Cl 

c 

00 

€0 

(O 

O 

o 

o 

0 

c 

0 

<0 

o 

o 

o 

c> 

c 

0 

c 

<0^ 

o 

o 

o 

c> 

c 

0 

c 

c 

co" 

o’' 

o' 

c 

CO*' 

lo" 

00*' 

o 

0 

0 

CO 

00 

c 

0 

<50 

rtT 

03'* 

vF 

00" 

4H 

c 

c 

00 

<t> 

60 

>»H 

'w' 

y~S 

O 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

c 

c 

o 

o 

o 

0 

c 

0 

c 

c 

IC 

o 

o 

c 

c 

0 

c 

c 

o“ 

o' 

0“ 

0" 

c 

lo" 

c 

CO 

1-H 

0 

c 

(N 

0 

<^ 

00 

CO 

0 

c 

00 

0 

Oo 

CO 

03 

rH 

(N 

00 

0 

c 

00 

>4 

fiv 

CO 


o 

o 

'> 

o 

CO 


bC 

C 


o 


03 


a; 

Cl- 

"m 

’-ZS  fi 

c3  c3 

CO 


Q) 

a 

g 

d 

o 

O 


bO 

.3 

4-3 

0) 


>  s 


> 

(1> 

CO 

bC 

.d 

*-u> 

-lij 

c3 


o 

0^ 

o 


o3 

bO 

o 

a 


c;  o 


3t3 

g  «3 


o 


d 

.2 

*w 

CO 

c; 

03 

03 

o 

a 

d 

d 

03 

O 


CO 

o 


d 


o 

u 


C 

d 

H 


d 

bC 

o 

Urn 

a 


d^N 
^  fO 

d  . 

'S  g 

2  ® 

Cl- 

CO 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

» 

1 

1 

1 

1 

s' 

d 

d 

u 

d 

u 

t 

1 

1 

r 

bc 

0 

b£) 

0 

1 

t 

1 

e» 

a 

1 

(M 

42 

►— 

d 

CO 

Q 

0 

d 

'-d 

u 

0 

a 

•2 

0) 

a 

d 

‘C 

GO 

[d 

&b 

0 

a 

0 

s 

0 

0 

0 

42 

*s 

0 

a 

03 

In 

o- 

42 

o- 

a- 

d 

t-l 

fH 

u-t 

(/3 

0 

03 

0 

d 

43 

0 

4^ 

"d 

4^ 

0 

(D 

d 

d 

u 

0 

H 

H 

'0 

Q 

H 

0 

42 


o 

CO 


t 


# 


73 


1 

1 

1 

y— 

y— 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

‘Cl 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

<s> 

0 

0 

1 

c> 

1 

1 

1 

10 

i> 

1 

00 

*0 

0 

CO 

1 

00 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o' 

i 

vf 

><r 

of 

> 

1 

1 

t 

1 

CO 

1 

05 

FO 

0 

0 

1 

r 

1 

(N 

1 

1 

•So 

1 

0 

1 

Oi 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

• 

of 

1 

1 

1 

1 

>4*" 

(N" 

1 

1 

1 

©f 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

\ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

t 

1 

1 

i 

1 

y— 

1 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Cl 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

y^ 

0 

o 

0 

0 

10 

1 

1 

0 

0 

Cl 

‘to 

o' 

0" 

0" 

oT 

!> 

1 

1 

cT 

cd' 

>4** 

o 

0 

0 

i> 

00 

1 

1 

on 

CO 

0 

‘to 

(N 

<N 

0 

0 

05 

1 

1 

1 

1 

J 

Oi 

+ 

0 

CO* 

CO 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

cd 

>4 

N> 

o 

CO 

1 

1 

+ 

+ 

+ 

1 

+ 

+ 

1 

t 

1 

> 

+ 

1 

1 

1 

\ 

1 

1 

4-^ 

» 

X— s 

e 

y— S 

y*-S 

o 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Cl 

0 

o 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Cl 

0 

o 

1 

0 

10 

00 

C) 

>4 

Oi 

0 

>4 

•to 

0“ 

1 

o'" 

-rtT 

co" 

eC 

o' 

‘to 

0 

1 

0 

CO 

10 

>-4 

>4 

00 

CO 

CO 

•to 

Oi 

0 

1 

0 

»o 

>4 

0 

to 

0 

10 

1 

lo" 

oo"' 

so" 

4H 

®r 

od 

<M 

1 

<N 

(N 

<N 

0 

(N 

1 

<M 

10 

©» 

€0 

» 

1 

1 

t 

y— S 

y— S 

y—S 

y— S 

0 

t 

0 

0 

0 

0 

C> 

Cl 

0 

0 

Cl 

Cl 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

C) 

Cl 

Cl 

0 

0 

Cl 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

ic 

0 

Cl 

0 

l>. 

>4 

00 

O*' 

0" 

of 

06' 

I# 

co" 

?sr 

0 

1 

0 

CO 

>4 

0 

00 

00 

CO 

Co 

‘3^ 

0 

1 

0 

0 

>4 

•to 

10 

0 

to 

lO* 

40* 

<30' 

co"' 

©>" 

to” 

(N 

1 

(N 

CO 

©i 

<:o 

Cl 

(N 

1 

(M 

»o 

N«— ' 

rH 

'w'' 

1 

1 

1 

1 

y—S 

y— S 

y— s 

y— S 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

‘C 

0 

0 

c 

Cl 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

LO 

0 

>4 

0 

‘t) 

0 

0" 

0" 

0" 

10 

fC 

c 

lo" 

Qo" 

0 

0 

0 

GO 

>4 

>4 

0 

CO 

C) 

GO 

(M 

0 

00 

>4 

Cl 

©4 

0 

'to 

‘to 

CO 

lO' 

00 

of 

ei" 

?>r 

rd 

00'' 

•d 

0 

•M 

00 

Nw' 

v—' 

CO 

Oi 

tH 

TJH 

V— ^ 

>4 

1 

1 

1 

• 

1 

1 

p 

1 

1 

t 

1 

1 

> 

43  ' 

1 

1 

1 

p 

d 

1 

i 

6 

eX  > 

1 

f 

1 

> 

(h 

1 

> 

1 

1 

1 

p 

p 

1 

p 

*> 

1 

1 

i 

1 

1 

f 

1 

Bo 

0 

Fh 

d  1 
§  : 

1 

1 

1 

1 

J 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

C/J 

^4 

d 

F4 

1 

1 

>> 

4-^ 

CO 

d 

0 

0 

1 

1 

\ 

1 

I 

1 

1 

Pt 

d 

0 

1 

p 

CO 

d 

0 

t 

P. 

a 

d  1 

F-i  1 

p 

1 

t 

i 

1 

44) 

3 

0 

rd 

XJ 

d 

d 

0 

1 

0 

bO 

d 

d 

4^ 

2  1 

p 

1 

e4 

P 

44 

d 

44 

0 

a 

d 

a  ' 

> 

CO 

(N 

t 

72 

d 

a 

0 

0^ 


T3 

a 

c3  'O 
<D 

a -I 

d  d 

CO  o 

o 


c6 

& 

O 

P. 

P. 

a 

c3 


TJ 

O 

o 

p=^ 


tH 

a 

o 

P. 

P. 

d 

4^ 

o 

O) 


a 

o 

p. 

cu 

d 

0) 

Ph 


TJ 

o 

o 


o 

H 


il 

o  ^ 

r:)  ^ 

4^  d 
O 

H 


0) 

c» 

'd 

d 

4^ 

3 

.1 

o 


d 

p 

p- 

X 

p 

'd 


d 


c3 

CO 


P 

P 

QQ 

a 

o 

p 

<4-4 

CO 

d 

d 

H 


O 

O 

O 

a 

o 

<4-1 

P 

<4^ 

CO 

d 

d 

H 


bx) 

<1 

.1 

p 

o 

4^ 

o 

H 


p 

bO 

d 

d 

o 

X 

H 


T3 

I 

a 

O 

O 


d 

3 

•§ 

m  g 

3  ’> 

d  P 

^  d 

.2  o 

Bb*-^ 

<1 


OJ 

O 

CO 


d 

p 

P4 

X 

W 


P4 

o 

Fh 

Ph 

P4 

d 

4^ 

o 

p 

Fh 


a 

o 

u 

«4-l 

<4-* 

CO 

§ 

t4 

H 


See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  80. 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  FOR  1968  AND  BUDGET 
ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  BILL  FOR  1969— Continued 

[Note— All  amounts  are  in  the  form  of  “appropriations”  unless  otherwise  indicated] 


74 


If? 


®  ’C 

eo-M* 

o  3»-c 

as  c3 
CJ3 

«3 


ca  ® -S 
•2f<S'0 

O  o 

Ipls 

^  o> 

S! 

®  S? 

Z  .2  f*' 


/— N 

1 

o 

0 

0 

0 

c 

0 

1 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

c 

0 

1 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

o' 

0" 

cT 

0" 

o' 

0" 

1 

o 

0 

0 

0 

c 

0 

1 

0 

CO 

0 

(N 

lO 

1 

0 

of 

0" 

1 

1 

CO** 

(N 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

+ 

1 

1 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1 

+ 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

t 

0 

1 

0 

t 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

1 

cT 

1 

0” 

1 

1 

0 

f 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

c> 

r 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

cT 

\ 

tJT 

1 

0“ 

1 

00 

\ 

1 

hH 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i 

1 

o 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

Cl 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0“ 

O*' 

o'" 

1 

0" 

o‘ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

CO 

0 

0 

c 

10 

t 

0 

0 

to 

0 

0 

c 

TtH 

1 

C5 

10 

0 

00 

(M 

Oi 

00 

t 

0 

CO 

<N 

1 

CO 

t 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

c 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

c 

0 

c 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

c 

0 

0 

l> 

0" 

o' 

c“ 

o*" 

c' 

0" 

o' 

CO** 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

CO 

CO 

0 

l> 

IC 

0 

iM*' 

0" 

10 

‘jo' 

oT 

lo" 

<0 

00 

0 

Oi 

GO 

IC) 

0 

(M 

0^ 

1-^ 

>H 

t-H 

to 

s. 

» 

0 

0 

C 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

c 

0 

\ 

0 

0 

0“ 

o" 

c 

0“ 

1 

0" 

0" 

lO* 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

CO 

0 

0 

0 

10 

1 

0 

0 

0" 

0" 

c 

TiT 

1 

co" 

lo" 

o’* 

00 

(N 

00 

1 

10 

(M 

1 

CO 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i 


<D 


03-2  03 
9  03  m 

»  O  4^ 


O'- 


=> 

M«g 


I  a 
c5  ®  2 

;g’tSr' 

'-'.t;  c3- 

•4->  d>— V 

®  2  ®  aj 

■g-SS-g 

^7 


c3  is 

03  03 

9  ® 

2  o  >, 


d 

03 

>» 


a 

o3 

bO 

O 

a 


a 

c3 

bC 

o 

a 


a 

o 

c3 

> 

dJ 

CO 

a 

O 

Q 


CO  TO 

oi.2 

tH  U4 

fl  i 

.2  -t^ 

o 
c3  c3 

•2-^2 
1° 
a 


o 

<*1 


•rS 

(h 

-t-3 


tM 

c3 

bO 

=5 

an 


d 

o 


o 

o 

c: 

c3 

> 

T3 

<5 


tH 

o 


:3 

c3 


u 

cS 

u* 


a 

o 

Q 


a 

c3 

bO*^ 

2 1 

a-i3 


o 


a 

g6 

f-l 

bC 

O 


a 

o 


03 


O 


a 

a» 

a 


c3  a 
d  53 

O 


a 

c3 

bO 

O 

tH 

a 


^3 


O) 

a 


o 


tH 

bO 
C3  P 


■*^  a 
1-2 
3  "§ 

N 


T3 

c3 


.2  a 


o; 

> 

o 

to 

o 


c3  05 

<)-9  ;0 

12 


i=! 

O 


o3 

> 

;h 

o 

CQ 

C3 

o 


hJ 


bO 

C 


a 

o 

tH 

o 


o3 

> 

t-i 

0) 


a 

o 

O 


a 

o 


a 

N 

<15 

^  t 

j  ^ 


>> 

o 

£3 

05 

bD 

05 

a 

H 


Ti  d 
2.0 
3-S 

hO  S 
<1  O 


^'•’d 
d  d 
o 
H 


75 


o 

O 

O 

o 

o 

O 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

4 

4 

4 

4 

0 

0 

o 

O 

O 

o 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

1 

4 

4 

0 

0 

o 

o 

o 

o 

ID 

0 

0 

(N 

4 

4 

4 

0 

0 

'  CD* 

o 

(N 

(N 

(N 

05 

0 

00 

4 

4 

4 

co" 

CO* 

05 

o 

CO 

ID 

00 

ID 

1 

4 

4 

CD 

CD 

1 

lO 

CD 

ID 

1 

CO 

1 

1 

0 

1 

4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4 

1 

1 

0 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

+ 

4 

4 

1 

4 

1 

1 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

o 

o 

O 

O 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

o 

o 

O 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

0 

0 

CD 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

eo 

CO 

•<}< 

CD** 

00 

r^** 

o' 

o*" 

0 

00“ 

CO* 

00 

CO 

CO 

ID 

ID 

(N 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ID 

+ 

(N 

+ 

ID 

1— t 

ID 

0 

CD 

CD 

CD 

CO 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0" 

1 

0 

+ 

0* 

CO 

rH 

r> 

+ 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

p 

CO 

o 

o 

fcD 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

CO 

CD 

lO 

id"* 

CD 

Tt< 

t>r 

o*" 

0“ 

o' 

ID 

ID* 

CO 

CD 

CD 

CD 

CD 

CO 

^D 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

lO 

05 

00 

CD 

05 

0 

0 

0 

00 

00 

<N 

(N 

CO 

CO 

o" 

co" 

CD* 

0 

C4 

f-H 

CD 

00 

CD 

■>n 

o 

O 

O 

o 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

0 

0 

00 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Oi 

CD 

CO 

oT 

0 

Tt< 

00" 

0" 

o' 

0“ 

r>r 

CD 

CD 

CD 

CO 

05 

CD 

0 

0 

0 

CD 

CD 

00 

o 

05 

05 

CD 

00 

0 

0 

0 

05 

05 

<N 

co" 

ID 

co" 

CO 

o' 

V 

o' 

ft" 

co‘ 

CD* 

0 

CO 

CO 

CD 

t-* 

CD 

Tt4 

o 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1  o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

o 

CO 

o 

o 

ID 

0 

0 

l> 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o" 

CO 

oT 

iS 

00** 

00“ 

l> 

05" 

0“ 

o* 

o" 

l> 

1>* 

!  iC 

05 

CD 

(N 

<N 

0 

CD 

00 

0 

0 

0 

ID 

»D 

05 

lO 

CO 

05 

CD 

CD 

0 

CD 

CD 

0 

V 

(N 

CO 

fN 

cf 

tjT 

0*" 

TJH*' 

CO* 

t>** 

\ 

fH 

CO 

CO 

CD 

/ 

00 

CD 

■«3< 

1 

0^ 

1 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4 

1 

1 

4 

4 

4 

4 

0  4 

4 

4 

4 

D 

1 

a 

t 

1 

1 

4 

4 

^  ! 

rn 

1 

4 

<4^  4 

4 

0  ' 

> 

PX 

.  • 

d  1 

P  ! 

(h 

0  0  1 

C3 

0  4 

d 

1 

1 

o3 

(h 

GQ 

t 

• 

1 

1 

1 

t 

4 

4 

4 

1 

1 

03-3  1 
taO  ?3  , 

0 

0 

o3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

P  • 

s  ® 

N  4ft 

4 

4 

05  ’ 

S  ! 

d 

a) 

a 

1 

1 

t 

.S 

s 

1 

4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i 

4 

m 

05 

C5 

4 

4 

4 

D5  05  ' 

d  * 

0  s  » 

m 

0 

4ft 

05 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

1 

•C  ft 

a  ® 

ft  u 

4 

4 

4 

05  ' 

05  1 

ft 

\ 

'O 

1 

1 

o3 

■> 

4 

1 

< 

.a 

^  05 

4 

ft  0 

o 

03 

•< 

1 

X! 

u 

05 

1 

4^  ^iT  • 
05*^  , 

E-i 

1 

A 

4 

4 

m 

05 

o3 

> 

<X) 

0 

O 

05 

T3 

fH 

(A 

d 

1 

1 

lx 

Xfl 

d 

0 

bO  0)  1 

: 

HH 

Q 

<3 

d 

0 

d 

0 

4 

1 

CO 

d 

05 

cO  ^ 

+3 

D  05 

Q 

o 

o3 

>> 

o 

O 

d 

o 

c3 

6 

d 

05 

a 

I 

.  ! 

W 

ft 

d 

.2 

4ft 

03 

N 

4ft 

o3 

C5 

4 

05 

d 

c3  ^ 

d 

a 

X 

05 

ft;g 

_  d 

1 

s 

a 

o 

o 

<4^ 

o 

a 

s 

HH 

o 

•4^ 

cc 

T3 

0 

c3 

*3 

Ui 

o 

d 

05 

o 

cS 

a 

tH 

o 

•a 

HH 

i 

& 

05 

bO 

§ 

05 

d 

a 

'O 

c3 

otal  netv 
authorit 
ties _ 

0 

1 

»-H 

cS 

0 

(d 

u 

C5 

05 

(4 

0 

P 

4ft 

d 

o3 

d 

p 

'C 

4ft 

0 

05 

S 

0 

ft 

ft 

<0 

% 

H 

J  a* 

0  ” 
H 

'O 

d 

o3 

95 

05 

Total, 

Adi 

O 

o3 

o 

o 

05 

O 

t4^ 

o 

05 

Vh 

O 

05 

o3 

d 

0 

0 

05 

05 

H 

ft 

H 

HH 

ft 

at 

0 

ft 

«3 

CQ 

s 

C5 

C5 

O 

56 

O 

€ 

T3 

o3 

C5 

m 

d 

05 

d 

o 

ft 

O 

o 

0 

0 

ft 

I 

1 


See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  80. 


76 


EZ  'o 


'O 

.a 


•a 

a 


a 

*C 

a 

o 


73 


a 


O  -*-3 

a-c 


•M  O  >». 

ojag 


-3  <0 

Sd? 
■S". 


If 

C3  ^ 
^•§1 


CO 


"©  flS  23 
&£  ^cn 
rs 

«3 


lO 


.£f^5 


3'C  .S 


®  3'oa 

^«3  flS 

'o  _ 

r>  ^  H 

^  a  0 

fc.2  s 

®  -2  o 
Z  £ 


© 


•4^  S  ^ 

a.o  05 

»  bo^  t 


^  -H  0 

w  2  •■o 

®a  >»'-• 

o-d 

©w*C 

a^-S 

d  ®t3 
w«3 


5 

.a 

•K'td'O 

d 

°  j 

© 

t-i 

IT'S  0 

CO 

taxi 

d 

n 

1 

goS. 

-d 

d 

03 

>. 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Cl 

Cl 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Cl 

Cl 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Cl 

<c 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o" 

o 

s 

i 

1 

1 

1 

Cl 

o 

1 

\ 

1 

t 

Mo 

Mo*" 

1 

1 

1 

1 

>4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

6©. 

1 

t 

» 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

» 

\ 

1 

» 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

y—S 

s 

1 

O 

<0 

o 

o 

1 

O 

O 

o 

c> 

Cl 

1 

O 

o 

Cl 

Cl 

Cl 

r 

o 

cT 

cT 

<rr 

1 

o' 

o 

Cl 

Cl 

Cl 

1 

o 

C) 

C 

?o 

1 

o 

cT 

<3f 

1 

0“ 

i 

«©• 

1 

\ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

'w' 

1 

v_^ 

1 

1 

1 

V 

o 

o 

c 

o 

c 

0 

o 

Cl 

c> 

Cl 

o 

0 

o 

Cl 

o 

Cl 

o 

0 

cT 

cT 

cT 

cT 

cT 

0* 

o 

Cl 

Cl 

Cl 

0 

o 

o 

'Oi 

03 

Cl 

0 

00 

cT 

tc 

Mo"" 

«r 

Oo 

00 

»4 

MO 

ss- 

00 

Nw' 

00 

'w' 

'w*' 

o 

O 

Cl 

Cl 

Cl 

0 

c> 

o 

Cl 

o 

o 

0 

o 

Cl 

Cl 

o 

Cl 

0 

o 

cT 

cT 

cT 

Cl* 

o* 

o 

Cl 

Cl 

Cl 

Cl 

0 

o 

Cl 

03 

Oi 

Cl 

01 

<30 

cT 

vf 

cT 

00 

'w-' 

00 

yo 

0 

S& 

<^ 

o 

c 

Cl 

Cl 

Cl 

0 

o 

o 

Cl 

Cl 

Cl 

0 

o 

Cl 

o 

Cl 

Cl 

0 

cT 

ci" 

cT 

o' 

cT 

0* 

<r) 

c 

Cl 

o 

o 

0 

Cl 

o 

MO 

Mo 

o 

Mo 

“ 

cT 

c 

^^ 

?sr 

Mo" 

>4 

o 

Sw' 

>4 

>4 

00 

>4 

00 

Sw..’ 

SO- 

v_^ 

'•w' 

O 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 


(N 

Tt< 

i 


o 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 


00 

o 


o 

lO 


I 


o 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 


to 


o 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 


00 

CD 

(N 


o 

UO 


00 


w 


o 

w 

o 

T3 

H  2 

HH  d 

Q’-g 
w  S 

^  o 
PhO 
o 


d 

o 


-^3 

d 


2  a 

IJS 


Vi 

d 

c3 

O 


02 

C 

a 

o 


a 

d 

o 

o 

o 

c3 


d 

o 


4^ 

g3 


a 


o 

o 

o 

d 


4-=> 

d 


02 

d 

d 

o 


d 

o 


d 

d 

o 


d 

d 

o 


d 

o 


>> 
u 
d 
0^ 
bJO 

'§'2 

03  a 
{» 


bO 

C 


d 

> 

o 


4^ 

Q 

O 

tH 


CO  O 
0)  ^ 


a  'd 


Hd 

H 


D 

a 

o 

M 


d 

d 

o 


tfj 

a 

d 


o 

0? 


d 

o 

Ph 


4^ 

d 

t-i 

o 

a 

O 


d 

o 

u 


o 

05 


d 

4^ 

o 

Eh 


bJD 

d 


d 

d 

o 


d 

^  d, 
o 


I 

d 


CO 

<i; 


d 

Vi 


d 

o 


d 

a 


m 

d 

o 

rd 


d 

d 

P^ 


o 

H 


g  « 

O  s 

S 

&rC 

O  't 


4^ 
^4  V 

d 

Ph 


O  Cl 
d 

4^  c 

d  ‘S 

I® 


d 


77 


> 


a 

CO 

O 

a 


•4^ 

CO 

c3 


XJ 

d 

0^ 

-4.3 


-4  c: 

c3  «3 

S  & 


c3 

0) 

a 

o 

tH 

'3 

s 

Ph 


S 

3 


a 

o 

-d 

o 


bC 

.3 

’w 

d 

o 

o 

03  *0 

P-5 

P4 


03 

03 


O 

CQ 

d 

0) 

a 

X 

'd 

d 

03 


d 

.2 

.5 

*c 

a 

o 

u 

a 

a 

o3 

-4^ 

C 

d 


•S  Q 


d 

d 

o 

V 

c3 

O) 

-d 


O 
<1 

a  a 


o 

u 

u 

<v 

cn 

d 

03 

Fh 

H 


o 


GO 

d 

2 

H 


S 

00 

d 

0) 

a 

X 

0) 

-d 

d 

c3 


03 


03 

GO 


03 

O 

H 


41  1 

3  §  ' 

o  o3  g 

.2 

-M 

<!)>,«-, 
bD-k^  -S 
TJ-d  .2 
3  0  0 
^,O‘0 

?  a 

^  §2 
(K  ^ 
d  ^5'  D 

-.5  a 

d  d 

03 

-g-^W 

H 


o  55 

P.  12; 

O 


bC 

O 


T3 

o 

u 


o 

H 


IS 


Eh 

<: 

Ph 

o 

Ph 

P5 

O 

O 


H 

Eh 


•g  ft 
2  (H 

o  ® 

ft  bC 

S.s 

O-S 


^  o 

M  S 
O  03 
*-H  QJ 

ft> 

03 

Ou 

73 

U  d 

OJ  op 

a 

<D 


d 

o 


Ut 

a 

o 

Fh 

a 

a 

<< 


<p 

a 

o 

o 

d 

•  fH 

a 

d 

a 

o 

Fh 

a 


o 

)-H 

o 

a 


.4i» 

O 


H 


a 


See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  80. 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  FOR  1968  AND  BUDGET  ESTIMATES 

AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  BILL  FOR  1969— Continued 

[Note— All  amounts  are  in  the  form  of  “appropriations”  unless  otheraise  indicated] 


78 


1 

1 

o 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

G’C 

t 

o 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

<M4  O 

°5o> 

1 

1 

lO 

{ 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Sag 

1 

1 

CO 

go"" 

1 

i> 

CO 

CO 

1 

•ti  «3rH 

o 

Oi 

\ 

CO 

0 

Tt< 

1 

1 

CO 

GO 

1 

to 

CO 

1 

.d  03  O) 

•e  d  5>» 

o" 

cT 

I 

co" 

00" 

1 

CO 

to 

\ 

CO 

lO 

fH 

1 

I 

JS 

•4^ 

S.II 

1 

\ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

\ 

(N 

1 

CO 

1 

CO 

1 

t 

1 

} 

1 

'd 

0) 

cq3 

1 

1 

J 

1 

J 

1 

1 

c9 

Q. 

a 

O 

o 

o 

o' 

] 

J 

0 

0 

0 

0 

C3  «  ® 

o 

o 

o 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8 

-Sfcd 

o 

o 

IC 

to 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

7^  ►  © 

o' 

tC 

iS 

1 

0" 

0 

0" 

0" 

5 

'SS'a 

CO 

"to 

to 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

'§!$■« 

to 

00 

00 

CO 

oT 

1 

1 

1 

to 

to" 

0 

0" 

to 

to 

0 

co" 

00 

CO 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

o  w  q> 

o 

1 

(N 

fH 

CO 

1 

^*3  *3 
^3 

2.2  >» 

€/^ 

1 

+ 

+ 

+ 

i 

1 

1 

1-H 

1 

1 

1 

1 

\ 

t 

1 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

S.  .  XJ 

1 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

ft 

lO 

to 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

^  »H  ,S 

O  O 

1 

to' 

0" 

0" 

0 

0" 

1 

» 

0 

0 

0 

0 

t 

®  d'oP 

1 

CO 

»«< 

to 

0 

0 

0 

J 

^c3  c:2 

1 

o 

0^ 

0" 

0" 

0" 

1 

S'a  « 

1 

CO 

00 

to 

0 

0 

0 

1 

a  e 

1 

00 

00 

(N 

CO 

t 

ssi 

t 

1 

O)-*^  © 

1 

(N 

GO 

5  s 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

y««^ 

1 

^  t- 

1 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

] 

ri  -  oS 

1 

Cj 

o 

0 

C3 

0 

0 

0 

1 

05*3 

1 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

S 

03  O  C3 

1 

?c 

cT 

to*' 

cT 

1>" 

co" 

co" 

1 

1 

Cd 

CO 

0 

0 

CO 

0 

i 

a  o3£<2 

f 

o 

to 

to 

10 

CO 

rH 

1 

» '-j .  -os 

1 

®3 

1 

Cj 

00 

to 

CO 

00 

1 

1 

05 

Vh 

to 

CO 

lO 

i“H 

\ 

1 

00 

(N 

to 

CO 

to 

05 

1 

*0 

1 

S©. 

1 

d  ©-t^ 

pq«g 

1 

1 

1 

CO 

to 

1 

t 

1 

1 

o 

1 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

<t> 

■  ^  ri 

o 

1 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SnW"^ 

o 

1 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

—  f[~] 

7^  -© 

o’* 

1 

1 

o' 

0" 

§ 

0" 

0" 

0" 

0" 

o  r^*© 

CO 

1 

o 

to 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4j  c3  X— s 

00 

J 

1 

o 

to 

to 

to 

0 

to 

0 

00* 

1 

0“ 

to" 

lo" 

0 

to 

CO 

00 

1 

0 

Oo 

to 

0 

0 

0 

o 

1 

to 

CO 

CO 

CO 

t 

^  c3  a 
©  2  «3 

2.2  >» 

1 

1 

1 

to 

9» 

1 

I 


I 


c 

a 


a 

o 

O 


Iz: 

o 


c 

o 


O 

Ph 

O 

O 


03 

O 

& 

o 

O 


T3 

O 

s 


a 

o 


a 

o 


N 


T3 

a; 

■  u 

’O  ^ 


o 


.3 

*n 

cu 

o 

Fh 

a 

&. 

c3 


c3 

0) 


> 


a 

u 


o 

C 

u 

o 


o 


bc 

c 


Q 

c3 


o3 

73 


h:j 

H 


T3 

I 

s 

O 

o 


a 

o 

Q 


cr 


g 

a 

CQ 

a 


a 

o 

f-t 

a 

a 

c3 


a 

XJ 


C 

o 


o 

00 


c: 

o 

a 

a? 


a 

:3 

QQ 


^  O 


O 


O 


o 


rj  W 

S  cj 
.2  ® 
c 

C3  o 
.-2  ^ 
3  « 
S  o 


o 

00 


c3 


CO 

C 

O 


XJ 

d 


<x> 


o3 

a? 


c3 

d 

o 

Q 


o 

H 


c3 

a^ 


3 

PM 


T3  ft 

^  § 

c3  “ 

m 


79 


t 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

f 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

o 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

» 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

o 

1 

1 

i 

(N 

0 

ID 

1 

CO 

CO 

1 

0 

0 

lO 

1 

1 

1 

I 

00 

CO 

05 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

« 

1 

0 

0 

r 

1 

1 

0 

CO 

0 

1 

CO 

CO 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

N* 

l> 

0 

1 

0 

tD 

1 

0 

ID 

o 

1 

1 

1 

0 

(M 

00 

1 

0 

05 

1 

(N 

(N 

00 

1 

1 

1 

rj< 

0 

1 

TtH 

0 

1 

o 

t 

1 

( 

1 

1 

1 

+ 

1 

rH 

1 

1 

fH 

1 

+ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

f 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

( 

1 

1 

1 

1 

X— S 

o 

O 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

Cl 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

lO 

c 

0 

0 

CO 

0 

tD 

0 

(N 

00 

0 

0 

0 

LO" 

liO" 

iS 

id" 

»d" 

o' 

05" 

0" 

0" 

0" 

CO 

>-l 

0 

CD 

CO 

IV 

00 

0 

CD 

0 

I-O 

00 

^H 

05 

CD 

<N 

CO 

CD 

cT 

+ 

1 

1 

ID 

co" 

oT 

1 

nT 

cd" 

»d" 

00" 

0" 

'w' 

(N 

(M 

(N 

00 

CD 

00 

1 

+ 

00 

CD 

1^ 

1 

+ 

1 

05 

1 

1 

y— s 

1 

1 

1 

o 

c> 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

o 

c> 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

lO 

Ci 

1 

1 

0 

0 

ID 

1 

ID 

iD 

1 

0 

0 

(N" 

1 

1 

!>" 

CD" 

(M" 

1 

uo" 

id" 

1 

0" 

0" 

CO 

GO 

1 

1 

lO 

CO 

1 

CO 

CO 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

C5 

uo 

1 

CD 

CD 

( 

0 

0 

00 

©o' 

1 

1 

t>r 

00" 

1 

CO 

oT 

1 

0" 

tjT 

Tf 

1 

1 

Tt' 

(M 

1 

(M 

1 

(N 

(M 

j 

1 

00 

10 

1 

ID 

00 

1 

(M 

CO 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CO 

1 

1 

1 

HD 

1 

f 

j 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

C) 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

o 

c 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

o 

c> 

1 

1 

00 

0 

0 

1 

00 

00 

1 

0 

0 

cf 

'to' 

\ 

1 

00" 

oT 

<m" 

1 

05" 

05" 

1 

0" 

0" 

00 

©0 

1 

1 

00 

t 

Iv 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

00 

Oi 

1^ 

1 

05 

05 

1 

0 

0 

oo" 

Co" 

1 

1 

o' 

V 

00" 

1 

co" 

TfT 

t 

0" 

05" 

69. 

1 

1 

ID 

(N 

1 

(N 

f 

0 

(M 

1 

1 

05 

(N 

1 

05 

05 

1 

00 

riT 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Tt!" 

1 

1 

1 

cd" 

id" 

1 

1 

1 

/-~s 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

00 

iC 

cT 

co" 

00" 

»d" 

id" 

tD" 

0" 

0" 

0" 

CD 

CD 

0 

0 

CD 

0 

to 

1-H 

ID 

CD 

05 

(N 

00 

CD 

©0 

(M 

(M 

ID 

00 

tJh 

S& 

<N 

0 

ID 

CO 

(N 

0 

00 

o 

00 

CO 

0 

1—1 

TJH 

cc 

U 

c3  [ 

1 

T3  1 

0  ' 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

5  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

c3  1 

N  1 

1 

0  I 

-O  1 
0  1 

ll 

l-H 

o 

g  1 

hJ  m 

Ph  I 

C  ! 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

( 

f 

.2  1 

"S  1 

1 

1 

1 

w 

1 

72 

0 

1 

0  1 

eD  ' 

1 

'O  1 
« 

t 

bio  Oh 

w 

Administration : 
istration  expense 

1 

1 

1 

1 

f 

bO  1 

C 

0  1 

n  ®  > 

ID  Sh 
^  o 

O  « 

Nw^  as 

hH 

hH 

oc  o 
"2^ 

o 

Q 

w 

H 

<tj 

hJ 

W 

a  ' 

0  ' 
'oQ  I 
.2  1 

S  ' 

2  ' 

0  ' 

U  1 
b  ! 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

> 

HH 

s 

12: 

0 

HH 

H 

<3 

hP 

P 

H 

HH 

PP 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CO 

*-5 

[> 

*•43 

0 

c3 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CO 

.2 

*S 

0 

0 

bC 

c3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CO 

0 

.2 

*■43 

c3 

Hi 

1 

f 

t 

1 

m 

*s 

a 

0 

bO 

c3 

T5 

D3  1 
JD  1 

0  • 

1 

"  i 
V  i 

0  ; 

Ji 

0 

bO 

*-5 

CO 

.2 

’■P 

.2 

'h 

a 

0 

Hi 

Cu 

Cu 

<1 

*s 

a 

0 

Hi 

a 

Oi 

c3 

0 

ph 

(N 

3.  Contract  a 
tions- 

4.  Authorizatio 
spend  frc 
receipts  .  _ 

Total,  ne 
authori 

Pi 

> 

hH 

H 

Credit 
on  admin 

0  ' 

cc  ■ 

•a  J 

"SE 

’-5 

0 

H 

C 

0 

w 

Pi 

a 

0 

a 

0 

0 

1 

'3 

0 

0 

hL 

Hi 

0 

Q 

1 

HH 

HH 

•4^ 

> 

Total,  ne 
authori 

a 

0 

0 

l-J 

H 

S  2 

O  — 
O'O 
•J3  C 

HH 

di 

HH 

0 

HH 

0 

HH 

.2 

t  =3 

-4^ 

•4^ 

5s 

H 

H 

H 

H 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  80. 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  FOR  1968  AND  BUDGET  ESTIMATES 

AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  BILL  FOR  1969— Continued 

[Note— All  amounts  are  in  the  form  of  “appropriations”  unless  otherwise  indicated] 


80 


O. 

a 

o 

a 

p 


CO  ^ 
<u  3  ^ 

1^153 
■J  a  ^ 

§*3 

CJ  ^  TO 

Ip 

sS 

nS 


C3  Ufi 
bc22_ 

3  “S 
0^0 
a 

C?  O  05  ^ 
cS 

^  03  0& 

05  ® 

Z.2  >» 


5?  >>t3 

3S.S 

<35  . 

^c3 

T3  _  <35^ 

■?  6 
^.2  o 


<3 .2  "3 

§  CS  “c 
S  M'TiS 
•“C 
>»- 

•*->  o  *5 
45  w’C 
bC  ^  O 

««2 


I  3  o 

tuo  ?3 _ _ 

is^a'o 

*3 

o  >>o 

-Ss  §- 

3  _ 

05  O  ^  05 

aBS-o 
^  «5  05 

&’c3  *2 

05  2  03 

s 


'd 

a 

>» 


T3 

o 

;3 

.S 

*-3 

o 

O 


;2; 

o 

h-l 

H 

P 

H 

HH 

PL, 

O 

W 

P4 


1 

0 

C) 

1 

0 

to 

1 

C) 

c*:) 

1 

o' 

1 

c> 

i 

1 

1 

so- 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i 

t 

1 

1 

1 

y— s 

y— -S 

y— >. 

0 

to 

to 

0 

to 

to 

0 

00 

C) 

eC 

•^cT 

to" 

'to 

to 

to 

CO 

cT 

to" 

oT 

to 

1-H 

'<?• 

1 

4- 

+ 

✓— N 

y— «s 

C) 

to 

to 

0 

0 

0 

0 

to 

to 

nT 

©cT 

©}■ 

to 

to 

to 

to 

to 

to 

to 

00 

to 

'• — ^ 

to 

/•— N 

to 

0 

0 

to 

0 

C) 

0 

Oo 

C) 

to" 

&r 

to 

to 

to 

to" 

b" 

ccT 

'<^ 

00 

to 

to 

••-s 

s©. 

s— ^ 

to 

S 

s 

to 

to 

c> 

to 

0 

c> 

to 

to 

cT 

to" 

C) 

0 

to 

to" 

^>r 

to 

to 

to 

>-< 

6^ 

o 

c3 

tH 

4-5 

C3 

O 

o 


c3 

T3 


c3 

T3 

c3 

u 

O 


1 

c3  o 

•r  ^ 

o  ^ 

2  ^ 

&!  O 

a 

c3 

bO  ^ 

■S  a 

t3  O 

-3 

o  ^ 

.S- 

CO  ^  CQ 

w  ^  «r.?  ^ 

.2  c  ^  .2 

O  4^  O  4=> 

2  ^  *r^  ^ 

S.2^t2.2 

o  O  O 

Ci*  (— (  CO  /-H 

(“i  (-5  n  ^ 


CI4  CO 

O  c3 " 

p,.2 1 
gc3  ^4^  c3 

<  < 

1-1  oi 


(N 

CO 

d 

o 

CO 

6 

o 

u 

CO 

&M 

OJ 


c3 

H 


O 

xs 

05 

45 

C3 

3, 

XJ 


o 


>> 

9 


o 

>» 


3 

. 

'3  t-i 
45  45 

:§5 

rt  ^ 
o 

3  t/3 

J3  a 

Sg 

C.E3 

o 


^12  o-ig 

o  05  o  «  c 

g0g2.2 

’  3  -2  Q 
(M  o  0, 


>  CO  — 

s  2  w  2 

S-S  ; 

CO  »  £«  ccl  o  >- 
•3  bc-d  ^  «  a 

lllpi! 

'  “  P< o  c‘ 


—  O-c 

CO  ^05  w 

§  o d  S 


2  ^ 
^  9. 

45  o 

05  05 

Q<t3 
2  3 
.3  cJ 


M  05  , 

O  05  O  <15^ 'd  < 


^  w  -(J  _ 


i^o  =>  g  2 
'r 


o 


3  gSL  - 

-  3  3  CS 
J 

5  "t-  29  CE5  4^ 

-  0-“^^  05 
n  O.^  S-.  fc-’d 

O05g5,jj^.-- 

-3  t-i  >  U  ^  > 

3  CO  ®  o  o  £ 

oS&g’&C. 

3  o  "  o  S  g 

3  S  S  «  cT  2 
”  o  o  o  g 

s  asSH  ® 

3  t>»'^'d'd  05 
3-M'd'0'd«C 
5  *£2  o3  ca  ■*■* 

q^^iSiSo 


i 


( 


Union  Calendar  No.  533 


OOth  congress 

2d  Session 


H.  R.  16913 


[Report  No.  1335] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

April  30, 1968 

Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  reported  the  following 
bill ;  which  was  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Wliole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

Making  appropriations  for  tlie  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  tlie  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  inone}^ 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  approjiriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  rnent  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
G  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes;  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 
Ageicultueal  Reseaecii  Seevice 

SALAETES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  expenses  neeessaiy  to  perform  agricnltural  researeli 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  marketing,  nutrition  and 
consumer  use,  to  control  and  eradicate  ])ests  and  plant  and 
animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related  inspection,  (piaran- 
tine  and  regulatory  work:  Provided,  That  appropriations 
hereunder  shall  he  available  for  field  em])loyment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000 
shall  be  available  for  em])loyment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109: 
Provided,  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  ])e 
available  for  the  o])eration  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and 
the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  three  for  replacement  only: 
Provided  further.  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  l)e 
available  ])ursuant  to  7  U.S.C.  2225,  for  the  construction, 
alteration,  and  re])air  of  l)uildings  and  improvements,  ])ut 
unless  otherwise  ]»rovided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one 
))uilding  (exce])t  headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall 
not  exceed  $25,000,  exc('])t  for  six  ])uildings  to  l)e  constructed 
or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $55,000  eacli,  and  the 
cost  of  altering  any  one  Iniilding  during  the  fiscal  year  shall 
not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the 
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building,  whichever  is  greater:  Provided  further,  That  the 
limitations  on  alterations  contained  in  this  Act  shall  not  apply 
to  a  total  of  $100,000  for  facilities  at  Beltsville,  Maryland: 

llesearch :  Tor  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  uOlization  of  agricultural  ])roducts;  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  not  otherwise  ])rovided  for;  home 
economics  or  nutrition  and  consumer  use  of  agricultural  and 
associated  ])roducts;  and  related  research  and  services;  and 
for  acquisition  of  land  Ijy  donation,  exchange,  or  purchase  at 
a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100;  $125,972,500,  and  in  ad¬ 
dition  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000  from  funds  available  under 
section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  88-250  shall  l)e  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this 
appropriation:  Provided,  That  the  limitations  contained  here¬ 
in  shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of  luhldings  needed  to  carry 
out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.C.  113a)  :  Provided 
further,  That  none  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall 
l>e  used  to  formulate  a  budget  estimate  for  fiscal  1970  of 
more  than  $15,000,000  for  research  to  be  financed  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of 
August  24,  1935,  and  pursuant  to  Public  Law  88-25; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 
and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 
carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 
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activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended  (21  U.S.C. 
114b-c),  $85,298,500,  of  which  $1,500,000  shall  he  ap¬ 
portioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3G79  of  the  Re¬ 
vised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  out])reaks 
of  insects  and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary 
to  meet  emergency  conditions:  Provided,  That  no  funds  shall 
be  used  to  formulate  or  administer  a  brucellosis  eradication 
program  for  the  current  fiscal  3^car  that  does  not  require 
minimum  matching  by  any  State  of  at  least  40  per  centum : 
Provided  further,  That,  in  addition,  in  emergencies  which 
threaten  the  livestock  or  poultry  industries  of  the 
country,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  appro¬ 
priations  or  funds  available  to  the  agencies  or  coqiorations 
of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he  may  deem  necessary,  to 
be  available  onl}^  in  sudi  emergencies  for  the  aiTest  and 
eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rindei'pest,  contagious 
pleuropneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious  diseases 
of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in 
poultry,  and  for  expenses  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of 
Eehmary  28,  1947,  as  amended,  and  any  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next  pre¬ 
ceding  fiscal  year  shall  l)e  merged  with  such  transfeiTed 
amounts ; 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor,  suhpr 
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fessional  and  junior  scientific  help  to  he  employed  under 
contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to  strengthen  the  work 
at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not  more  than  $2,000,- 
000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this  head  for  the 
previous  fiscal  year  may  be  used  by  the  Administrator  of  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service  in  departmental  research 
programs  in  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  amount  so 
used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation 
otherwise  available  under  ‘'Salaries  and  expenses,  Research”. 
SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOEEIGN  CUEEENCY 

PROGEAM) 

Ror  payments,  in  foreign  currencies  owed  to  or  owned 
by  the  United  States  for  market  development  research  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  104(b)  (1)  and  for  agricultural  and 
forestiy  research  and  other  functions  related  thereto  author¬ 
ized  by  section  104(b)  (3)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  De¬ 
velopment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1704(b)  (1),  (3)),  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended,  $4,500,000;  and  in  addition,  the  June  30,  1968 
unexpended  balance  of  funds  appropriated  to  the  President 
in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1959  (Public  Law 
85-766,  approved  August  27,  1958)  under  the  heading 
“Translation  of  publications  and  scientific  cooperation”  shall 
be  merged  with  this  appropriation:  Provided,  That  this 
appropriation  shall  he  available,  in  addition  to  other  ap- 
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propriations  for  these  purposes,  for  payments  in  the  foregoing 
currencies:  Provided  further,  That  funds  a])propriated  herein 
shall  he  used  for  payments  in  such  foreign  currencies  as  the 
Department  determines  are  needed  and  can  he  used  most 
effectively  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph:  I^ro- 
vided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $25,000  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  he  available  for  payments  in  foreign  currencies  for 
expenses  of  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225),  as  amended  hy  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

Cooperative  State  ]{r:sEARCii  Service 


PAYI^lENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Tor  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestiy  and  other  research,  for  facili¬ 
ties,  and  for  other  expenses,  inchuliiig  $51,113,000  to  carry 
into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March 
2,  1887,  as  amended  hy  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955 
(7  U.S.C.  361a-36ii),  including  administration  by  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture;  $3,370,000  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  resea rcli  under  the  Act  ap- 
])roved  October  10,  1962  (16  U.S.C.  582a — 582a^7)  ;  $1,- 
800,000  in  addition  to  funds  otherwise  available  for  contracts 
and  grants  for  scientific  research  under  the  Act  of  August  4, 
1965  (7  U.S.C,.  450i)  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  he  for 
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tlio  special  cotton  rcsearcli  ])rogram  and  $400,000  for  soy- 
l)ean  research;  $2,000,000  for  grants  for  facilities  under  the 
Act  approved  July  22,  1963  (7  IT.S.C.  390-390k)  ;  $310,- 
000  for  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricidtural  exi)erinient  stations 
under  section  6  of  the  Ilatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended;  and 
$365,000,  for  necessary  expenses  of  the  Cooperative  State 
Eesearch  Service,  including  administration  of  payments  to 
State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  funds  for  em])loyment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  IT.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 
$50,000  for  employment  under  5  IT.S.C.  3109;  in  all,  $58,- 


958,000. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 
Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Eico:  For  payments  for 
cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  as  amended  hy  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  the 
Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (7 
IT.S.C.  341-349) ,  to  he  distributed  under  sections  3  (b)  and 
3  (c)  of  the  Act,  $77,082,500;  and  payments  and  contracts 
for  such  work  under  section  204  (h)-205  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  IT.S.C.  1623-1624) ,  $1,450,000; 
in  all,  $78,532,500:  Provided,  That  funds  hereby  appro¬ 
priated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26.  1953, 
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1  shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State  or  Puerto  Pico  prior  to  avail- 

2  ability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-P ederal  sources  for  expendi- 

3  ture  during  the  cuiTent  fiscal  year. 

4  Retirement  and  Employees’  Compensation  costs  for  ex- 

5  tension  agents:  For  cost  of  employer’s  share  of  Federal  re- 

6  tirement  and  for  reimbursement  for  benefits  paid  from  the 

7  Employees’  Compensation  Fund  for  cooperative  extension 

8  employees,  $8,818,500. 

9  Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 

10  extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,299,000. 

11  Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 

12  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  '26,  1953, 

13  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962 

14  (7  U.S.C.  341-349),  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agri- 

15  cultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627) ,  and 

16  to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  extern 

17  sion  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States  and 

18  insular  possessions,  $2,838,000. 

19  Fai^jier  Coopi^kative  Service 

20  SALARIES  AXD  EXPENSES 

21  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 

22  1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457) ,  and  for  conducting  research  re- 

23  lating  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects  of  famier  co- 

24  operatives,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 

25  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  $1,341,000. 
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Soil  Conseevation  Seevice 

CONSEEVATION  OPEEATIONS 
Eor  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in¬ 
cluding  preparation  of  conservation  j)!ans  and  establishment 
of  measures  to  conserve  .soil  and  water  (including  farm  irri¬ 
gation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  as  may 
he  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of  reservoirs)  ; 
operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification  and  map¬ 
ping  of  .soil;  dissemination  of  information;  purchase  and  erec¬ 
tion  or  alteration  of  permanent  l)uildings ;  and  operation  and 
maintenance  of  aircraft,  $114,893,000:  Provided,  That  the 
cost  of  any  permanent  luiilding  purchased,  erected,  or  as 
improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of  constructing  a  water  supply 
or  sanitary  system  and  connecting  the  same  to  any  such  build¬ 
ing  and  with  the  exception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  land  lieing  purchased  for  other  ])urposes,  shall  not 
exceed  $2,500,  except  for  one  building  to  l)e  constructed 
at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  eight  luiildings  to  l)e 
constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000 
per  building  and  except  that  alterations  or  improvements  to 
other  existing  pennanent  Iniildings  costing  $2,500  or  more 
may  he  made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$500  per  building:  Provided  further,  That  no  pail  of  this 
ir.E.  16913 - 2 
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appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  any 
such  building  on  land  not  o^Yned  b}^  the  (lovernnient:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  ai)pro])riation  may  Ix' 
expended  for  soil  and  water  conservation  operations  under 
the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f)  in 
demonstration  projects:  Provided  further,  That  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  field  emplo^'ment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109: 
Provided  further.  That  qualified  local  engineers  may  be 
temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to  perfonn  the  tech¬ 
nical  planning  work  of  the  service. 

WATERSHED  PLANNIXG 

Tor  necessary  expenses  for  small  watershed  investiga¬ 
tions  and  planning,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Plood  Prevention  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
1001-1008),  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $6,165,- 
000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances 
of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  head :  Provided, 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to 
exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
5  U.S.C.  3109. 
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WATEESHED  PEOTECTTON 

For  necessary  expenses  to  conduct  river  basin  surveys 
and  investig’a lions,  and  research,  and  to  carry  out  preventive 
measures,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  opera¬ 
tions,  methods  of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and 
changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4, 
1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1008),  and  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f) , 
to  remain  available  until  expended;  $65,000,000,  with 
which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds 
heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department 
for  watershed  protection  purposes:  Provided,  That  this  ap¬ 
propriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  imder  5  U.S.C.  3109: 
Provided  further,  That  $3,000,000  of  the  funds  in  the  direct 
loan  account  of  the  Farmers  Home  administration  shall  be 
available  until  expended  for  loans. 

FLOOD  PEEVENTTON 

For  necessary  expenses,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709, 
16  U.S.C.  1006a) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activi- 
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ties  of  the  Department,  to  perfoim  works  of  improvement, 
including  funds  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(7  U.S.O.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employ¬ 
ment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended;  $20,000,000,  with  which  shall  he  merged  the 
unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or 
transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  prevention  purposes : 
Provided,  That  $400,000  of  funds  in  the  direct  loan  account 
of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  shall  he  available 
until  expended  for  loans. 

GRI^AT  PLAINS  CONSEEVATION  PEOGEAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of 
conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section  16 
(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 
as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C.  590p) , 
$16,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

EESOUECE  CONSEEVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
For  necessaiy  expenses  in  planning  and  canying  out 
projects  for  resource  conservation  and  development,  and  for 
sound  land  use,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32  (e) 
of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011;  76  Stat.  607) ,  and  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f) ,  $6,- 
256,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided,  That 
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$1,500,000  of  the  funds  available  in  the  direct  loan  account 
of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  shall  be  available  for 
loans  under  subtitle  A  of  the  Consolidated  Fanners  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  imtil  expended:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  for  field  emplo3u:nent  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (7  IJ.S.O.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall 
be  available  for  employment  under  5  IJ.S.C.  3109. 

Econ'Omic  Eeseaecit  Seevice 

SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Economic  Eesearch  Serv¬ 
ice  in  conducting  economic  research  and  service  relating  to 
agricultural  production,  marketing,  and  distribution,  as 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1621-1627) ,  and  other  lav/s,  including  economics  of 
marketing;  analyses  relating  to  fann  prices,  income  and 
population,  and  demand  for  fairni  products,  use  of  resources 
in  agriculture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  farming, 
and  fann  finance ;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for 
fami  products  in  foreign  countries  and  their  effect  on  pros¬ 
pects  for  United  States  exports,  progress  in  economic  devel¬ 
opment  and  its  relation  to  sales  of  farm  products,  assembly 
and  analysis  of  agricultural  trade  statistics  and  analysis  of 
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intemational  linaiicial  and  nionetary  programs  and  policies  as 
they  affect  the  competitive  position  of  United  States  farm 
products;  $12,789,000:  Provided,  That  not  less  than  $350,- 
000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and  conduct  a  special 
study  on  the  price  spread  between  the  fanner  and  con¬ 
sumer:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  further.  That 
not  less  than  $145,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  analysis  of  statistics  and  related 
facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  informa¬ 
tion  on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm 
commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 

Statistical  Kepoeting  Seevice 

SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Eeporting  Serv¬ 
ice  in  conducting  statistical  reporting  and  service  Avork,  in¬ 
cluding  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  statistical  coordination 
and  improvements,  and  marketing  surveys,  as  authorized  by 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621- 
1627)  and  other  laws,  $14,184,500:  Provided,  That  no  part 
of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for  any 
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expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of  apple  production 
for  other  than  the  commercial  crop:  Provided  further,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  emplo3mient  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.O.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 
$40,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.O. 
3109. 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

CONSUMER  PROTECTIVE,  MARKETING,  AND  REGULATORY 

PROGRAMS 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  services  related  to 
consumer  protection,  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution, 
and  regulatory  programs,  other  than  Packers  and  Stockyards 
Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  and  for  administration  and  co¬ 
ordination  of  payments  to  States ;  including  field  employment 
pursuant  to  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(7  U.S.O.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.O.  3109,  in  carrying  out  section  201  (a)  to 
201  (d) ,  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.O.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946;  $118,989,500,  of  which 
$13,440,250  shall  he  placed  in  reserve  to  he  released  only 
after  the  inspection  activities  of  this  service  have  been  fully 
coordinated  and  placed  on  an  efficient  and  economical  oper¬ 
ating  basis :  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail- 


1 

o 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


16 


able  pursuant  to  law  (7  U.S.C.  2225)  for  the  alteration  and 
repair  of  buildings  and  iini)roveinents,  but,  unless  otherwise 
provided,  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the 
fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the 
cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 

For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus 
and  departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  mar¬ 
keting  activities  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623(b)  )  ,  $1,750,000. 

SPECIAL  IMILK  PKOGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Special  Milk 
Program,  as  authorized  hy  the  Child  Autrition  Act  of  1966 
(42  U.S.C.  1772),  $104,000,000,  to  be  transferred  from 
funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24, 
1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c). 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PEOGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  Aational  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
1751-1760)  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  Child 
Autrition  Act  of  1966  (42  U.S.C.  1773-1785),  $182,825,- 
000,  including  $5,000,000  for  si;ecial  assistance  to  needv 
schools,  $3,500,000  for  the  pilot  school  breakfast  |)rogram, 
$750,000  for  the  nonfood  assistance  ])rogram:  Provided, 
That  no  part  of  this  approi)riation  shall  be  used  for  nonfood 
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assistance  under  section  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act, 
as  amended:  Provided  further,  That  $64,325,000  shall  l)e 
transferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under 
section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.O.  612c) , 
for  purchase  and  distribution  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  other  foods  pursuant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act. 

FOOD  STAMP  PEOOEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  food  stamp  program  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  as  amended,  $225,- 
000,000,  of  which  $25,000,000  shall  he  placed  in  reserve  to 
be  used  only  to  the  extent  required  duiing  the  current  fiscal 
year  after  various  coiTections  are  made  in  the  handling 
of  the  program. 

EEMOVAL  OF  SUEPLUS  AGEICULTUEAL  COMMODITIES 

(SEOTIOH  3  2) 

No  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 
24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  shall  be  used  for  any  purpose 
other  than  commodity  program  expenses  as  authorized  there¬ 
in,  and  other  related  operating  expenses,  except  for  (1) 
transfers  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  authorized  by 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8,  1956,  (2)  transfers 
otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  and  (3)  not  more  than 

«L 

$2,950,000  for  fomiiila.tion  and  administration  of  marketing 


H.R.  16913—3 
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1  agreements  and  orders  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  ]\rar- 

2  keting  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and  the  Agri- 

3  cultural  Act  of  1961. 

4  Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

5  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

6  For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 

7  Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
6  Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  market  development 
9  activities  abroad,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  cooi'di- 

10  nate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in  connection 

11  with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed 

12  $35,000  for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses 

12  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956 
14  {7  U.S.C.  1766),  $21,153,800:  Provided,  That  not  less 

1^  than  $255,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation 
1®  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on 
1"^  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  information  on 
1^  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in 
1^  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis:  Provided  further,  That, 

in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the  funds  appropri- 
^1  ated  by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  612c) ,  shall  be  merged  with  this  appro- 
priation  and  shall  be  available  for  all  expenses  of  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service. 
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Commodity  Exchai^^ge  Autitoeity 

SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1- 
17a),  $1,530, 000. 

Agrioultueal  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND 
CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agricid- 
tural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Sersdce,  including  ex¬ 
penses  to  formulate  and  carry  out  programs  authorized  by 
title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393)  ;  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161)  ;  sections  7  to  15,  16(a), 
16  (d) ,  16  (e) ,  16(f) ,  16  (i) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
590g-590(i)  ;  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7 
U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and  1816)  ;  and  laws  per¬ 
taining  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  $141,031,- 
400:  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $62,764,- 
100  may  l:)e  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appropria¬ 
tion  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  fund  (including 
not  to  exceed  $27,205,000  under  the  limitation  on  Commod- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


20 


ity  Credit  Corporation  administrative  expenses)  :  Provided 
further,  That  other  funds  made  available  to  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  for  authorized  activ¬ 
ities  may  he  advanced  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation: 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
made  available  under  this  Act  shall  he  used  ( 1 )  to  influence 
the  vote  in  any  referendum;  (2)  to  influence  agricultural 
legislation,  except  as  permitted  in  18  U.S.C.  1913;  or  (3) 
for  salaries  or  other  expenses  of  members  of  county  and 
commimity  committees  established  pursuant  to  section  8(b) 
of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended,  for  engaging  in  any  activities  other  than  advisory 
and  supervisory  duties  and  delegated  program  functions  pre¬ 
scribed  in  administrative  regulations. 

SUGAE  ACT  PEOGEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161), 
$80,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year. 

AGEICULTUEAL  CONSEEVATION  PEOGEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16  (a) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  Feb- 
ruaiy  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o), 
590p  (a) ,  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  the 


21 


1  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays 

2  at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 

3  States,  $190,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31 

4  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the 

5  programs  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 

6  practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of 

7  Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Acts,  1967 

8  and  1968,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1966,  to 

9  December  31,  1968,  inclusive:  Provided,  That  none  of  the 

10  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries  or 

11  expenses  of  any  regional  infoimation  employees  or  any  State 

12  information  employees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the  an- 

13  swering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the  county 

14  level  to  individual  farmers:  Provided  further,  That  no  por- 
1^  tion  of  the  funds  for  the  current  year’s  program  may  be 
10  utilized  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  drain- 
17  age  on  wetlands  now  designated  as  Wetland  Types  3  (HI) , 
10  4  (IV),  and  5  (V)  in  United  States  Department  of  the 
19  Interior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Circular  39,  Wetlands  of  the 
29  United  States,  1956:  Provided  further.  That  necessary 

21  amounts  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in 

22  connection  with  the  foraiulation  and  administration  of  the 
22  1969  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
24  practices,  including  related  wildlife  conserving  practices,  im- 
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der  the  Act  of  Fel)ruaiy  29,  1936,  as  amended  (amounting 
to  $220,000,000,  excluding  administration,  except  that  no 
participant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the 
participants  from  two  or  more  farais  or  ranches  join  to  carry 
out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the 
agicultural  resources  of  the  community)  :  Provided  further, 
That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the 
current  year’s  agricultural  conservation  program  for  any 
county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  commit¬ 
tee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and 
allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its 
technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the  agricultural 
conseiwation  program  in  the  participating  counties,  and  shall 


not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  pur¬ 
pose  other  than  technical  and  other  assistance  in  such  coun¬ 
ties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county 
committee  and  api)roval  of  the  State  committee,  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  1  per  centum  may  he  made  avjiilable  to  any  other 
Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the  same  pur])ose 
and  under  the  same  conditions:  Provided  further,  That  for 
the  current  year’s  program  $2,500,000  shall  he  available  for 
technical  assistance  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  practices:  Provided  further,  That  such 
amounts  shall  he  available  for  the  ])urchase  of  seeds,  fertil¬ 
izers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material,  or  any  soih 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


23 


terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural 
producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs  provided  for  herein : 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  available  to  the 
Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corporation,  or  other 
agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall  be  used 
in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or  travel 
expenses  of  any  person  wffio  has  been  convicted  of  violating 
the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious  political 
activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as  amended,  or  who 
has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  violated  or  at¬ 
tempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits  the  use  of 
Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal  ser^dces 
or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  manner  a 
Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation  or 
appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any  Mem¬ 
ber  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  cropland 
adjustment  program  as  authorized  by  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1965  (7  U.S.C.  1838),  $84,500,000. 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  cany  out  a  conservation 
reserve  progi'am  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 
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Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.O.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and 
1816) ,  and  to  carry  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acreage 
reserve  program,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $109,- 
000,000,  with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  hank  pro¬ 
grams:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  paid 
on  any  contract  which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to  the 
division  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on  annual 
payments  to  participants. 

EMERGENCY  CONSERVATION  MEASURES 
E or  emergency  conservation  measures,  to  be  used  for  the 
same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  funds 
appropriated  under  this  head  in  the  Thii'd  Supplemental  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  1957,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$5,000,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  emergency  con¬ 
servation  measures. 

Eurai.  Community  Development  Service 

SALAIMES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  of  the 
Eural  Community  Development  Service  in  providing  leader¬ 
ship  and  related  services  in  carrying  out  the  rural  areas 
development  activities  of  the  Department,  $463,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  to  exceed  $3,000  shall  he  available  for  em¬ 
ployment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 
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Office  of  the  Inspectoe  General 

SALiVElES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  tlic  Office  of  the  Ins])ector 
General,  including  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  emplo^unent 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $12,276,000. 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  for  administration  of  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  field 
emplo5anent  pursuant  to  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $2,565,300. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  tic'ld 
service,  $4,461,000. 

Office  of  Infoe:matton 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Tnfonnation  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  infoimational  work  and  programs  authorized  h}^ 
Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,965,000,  of  which  total 
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appropriation  not  to  exceed  $587,000  may  be  used  for 
fanners’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country, 
an  equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  available 
to  be  delivered  to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  fur¬ 
nished  by  the  Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in 
Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417),  and  not  less 
than  two  hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand  two  hundred  and 
fifty  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretai^ 
(known  as  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by 
section  73  of  the  Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241)  : 
Provided,  That  in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  ex¬ 
hibits  by  the  Department,  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  shall  be  available  for  employ¬ 
ment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

National  Agricultueal  Library 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural 
Library,  $3,166,500:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  eni])loynient  ])ursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
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2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $35,000  shall  be  available  for 
einployiuent  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

Office  of  Management  Services 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  enable  the  Office  of  Manage¬ 
ment  Services  to  provide  management  support  services  to 
selected  agencies  and  offices  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  $2,821,000. 

General  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  for  general  administration  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  repairs  and  alterations,  and  other  mis¬ 
cellaneous  supplies  and  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for 
and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient  work  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $4,614,000:  Provided, 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from  applicable 
appropriations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the  holding 
of  hearings  as  required  by  5  U.S.C.  551-558:  Provided 
further,  That  not  to  exceed  $2,500  of  this  amount  shall  be 
available  for  official  reception  and  representation  expenses, 
not  otherwise  provided  for,  as  determined  l)y  the  Secretary. 
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TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 
Rueal  Electeification  Administeation 

To  cany  into  effect  the  provisions  of  tlie  Rural  Electn- 
Ucation  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 

LOAN  AUTIIOEIZATIONS 

Eor  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carryino- 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  l)e  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  and  to  remain  available 
without  fiscal  year  limitation  in  accordance  with  section  3(e) 
of  said  Act,  as  follow^s:  rural  electrification  program, 
$304,000,000,  and  mral  telephone  program,  $120,000,000. 

SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $12,805,- 
000. 

Faemees  Home  Administeation 

DTEECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and 
advances  under  section  335(a)  for  winch  funds  are  not 
otherwise  available,  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Ad- 
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ministration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921),  as  amended, 
may  be  made  from  funds  available  in  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  direct  loan  account  as  follows:  real  estate 
loans,  $83,000,000;  and  operatino'  loans,  $250,000,000. 

EUEAL  HOUSING  DTEECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 
For  direct  loans  and  related  advances  pursuant  to  section 
518(d)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1488), 
$15,000,000  shall  be  available  from  funds  in  the  rural  hous¬ 
ing  direct  loan  account:  Provided,  That  farmer  applicants 
for  bousing  loans  sliall  be  re(juired  to  oiler  only  such  col¬ 
lateral  security  as  is  required  of  owners  of  nonfarm  tracts. 

EUEAL  WATEE  AND  WASTE  DISPOSAL  GEANTS 
For  grants  pursuant  to  sections  306(a)  (2)  and  306 
(a)  (6)  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1926),  $28,000,000. 

EUEAL  EENEWAL 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  in  carrying  out  rural  renewal  activities  under  section 
32  (e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1010,  1011(e)),  $1,600,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

EUEAL  HOUSING  FOE  DOMESTIC  EAEM  LABOE 
For  financial  assistance  to  public  nonprofit  organizations 
for  housing  for  domestic  farm  labor,  pursuant  to  section  516 
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of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.O.  1486) , 
$3,500,000,  to  remain  availal)le  until  ex})ended. 

SALAlillilS  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering  the  pro¬ 
grams  authorized  hy  the  Consolidated  Fanners  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921-1990),  as  amended, 
title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
1471-1490),  and  the  Rural  Rehahilitation  Coi'poration 
Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.C. 
440-444) ,  $57,641,000,  together  with  not  more  than 
$2,250,000  of  the  charges  collected  in  connection  with 
the  insurance  of  loans  as  authorized  by  section  309(e)  of 
the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961, 
as  amended,  and  section  514  (b)  (3)  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended :  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 
$500,000  of  the  funds  available  for  the  various  programs 
administered  by  this  agency  may  be  transferred  to  this  ap¬ 
propriation  for  temporary  field  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
( 7  U.S.C.  2225 )  to  meet  unusual  or  heavy  workload  increases : 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  in  this  paragraph 
may  be  used  to  administer  a  program  which  makes  rural 
housing  grants  pursuant  to  section  504  of  the  Housing  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended. 
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TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  eor])oratioiis  and  agcjicies  are  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of  funds 
and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  corporation 
or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such  con¬ 
tracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal  year  limita¬ 
tions  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Government  Corpora¬ 
tion  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the  current 
fiscal  year  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as  herein¬ 
after  provided: 

Eedeeal  Ceop  Insueance  Coepoeation 

ADMINISTEATIVE  AND  OPEEATING  EXPENSES 
For  administrative  and  operating  expenses,  $10,487,- 

000. 

EEDEEAL  CEOP  INSUEANCE  COEPOEATION  FUND 

Not  to  exceed  $2,850,000  of  administrative  and  operat¬ 
ing  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Ceedit  Coepoeation 

EEIMBIJESEMENT  FOE  NET  EEALIZED  LOSSES 
To  partially  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  for  net  realized  losses  sustained  but  not  previously  re¬ 
imbursed,  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  17,  1961  (15 
U.S.C.  713a-ll,  713a-12),  $3,188,112,500,  of  which 
$350,467,000  is  for  liquidation  of  contract  authorization: 
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Provided,  That  no  funds  appropriated  ])}’  tliis  Act  shall  )>e 
used  to  formulate  or  administer  programs  for  the  sale  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  pursuant  to  title  I  of  Public  Law  480, 
83d  Congress,  as  amended,  to  any  nation  which  sells  or 
fui'nishes  or  which  ])einiits  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  regis¬ 
try  to  transport  to  North  Vietnam  aiyv  equi])ment,  materials 
or  commodities,  so  long  as  North  Vietnam  is  governed  by 
a  Communist  regime. 

LTMITATIOX  ON  ADMINTSTKATiyiil  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  iVct  shall  he  so  constmed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Ch'edit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  hy  law :  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $31,500,000  shall  lie  available  for  administra¬ 
tive  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Provided  further.  That 
$945,000  of  this  authorization  shall  he  available  only  to 
expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the  Corporation 
pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter: 
Provided,  farther.  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  this 
authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  apportioned 
pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  as  amended, 
for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at  such  times  as  may  be¬ 
come  necessary  to  carry  out  program  operations:  Provided 
further.  That  all  necessary  expenses  (including  legal  and 
special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  1)ut  not 
including  other  personal  services)  in  connection  with  the 
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acquisition,  operation,  inaintenaiice,  improvement,  or  disposi- 

2  tion  of  any  real  or  personal  property  belonging  to  the  Cor- 

3  poration  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest,  including  expenses  of 

4  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall  be  considered  as  non- 

5  administrative  expenses  for  the  purposes  hereof. 

6  PUBLIC  LAW  4  80 

7  For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1969,  not  otherwise  re- 

8  coverable,  and  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs,  including  in- 

9  terest  thereon,  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 

10  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  IJ.S.C.  1701- 

11  1710,  1721-1725,  1731-1736d),  to  remain  available  until 

12  expended,  as  follows:  (1)  sale  of  agricultural  commodities 

13  for  foreign  currencies  and  for  dollars  on  credit  terms  pursuant 

14  to  title  I  of  said  Act,  $100,000,000:  Provided,  That  any 

15  unexpended  balances  of  appropriations  heretofore  available 

16  under  this  heading  for  title  I  of  said  Act  may  be  merged  witli 

17  this  appropriation;  and  (2)  commodities  dis])osed  of  and 

18  other  costs  incurred  in  connection  with  donations  abroad, 

19  pursuant  to  title  II  of  said  Act,  $200,000,000. 

20  TITLE  IV— DELATED  AGENCIES 

21  Faeim  Oeedit  Administeatiox 

22  LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTEATIVE  EXPENSES 

23  Xot  to  exceed  $3,436,000  (from  assessments  collected 

24  from  farai  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the 

25  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 
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TITLE  V— GENEliAL  PEG  VISIONS 

Sec.  501.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Dej)artnient 
under  this  Act  shall  he  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed 
six  hundred  and  twenty-six  (626)  ])assenger  motor  vehicles, 
of  which  four  hundred  and  fifty-seven  (457)  shall  he 
for  replacement  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  503.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.O.  5901-5902). 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee 
of  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  tlie  funds  ai)])ro- 
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priated  by  tins  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Acts  of  Augiist  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and 
September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629;  42  IJ.S.C 
1891-1893) ,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance 
with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

Sec.  508.  None  of  the  funds  in  this  Act  shall  be  available 
to  finance  interdepartmental  boards,  commissions,  councils, 
committees,  or  similar  groups  under  sec.  214  of  the  Inde¬ 
pendent  Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1946  (31  U.S.C.  691) 
which  do  not  have  prior  and  specific  Congressional  approval 
of  such  method  of  financial  support. 

Sec.  509.  In  no  event  shall  the  expenditures  in  fiscal 
year  1969  for  the  programs  financed  by  this  bill  (excluding 
the  Farm  Credit  Administration  and  its  member  institutions) 
exceed  in  the  aggregate  the  total  actual  expenditures  author¬ 
ized  for  fiscal  3"ear  1968,  plus  (1)  expenditures  neces¬ 
sary  in  fiscal  year  1969  to  cover  pay  cost  increases,  retire- 


36 


1  ineiit  and  compensation  fund  costs,  penalty  mail  costs,  em- 

2  ployee  compensation  costs,  and  similar  mandatory  items, 

3  and  (2)  expenditures  necessary  to  meet  the  increases  pro- 

4  vided  in  this  bill  for  meat  and  poultry  inspection  and  the 

5  food  stamp  program. 

6  This  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  ‘‘Department  of  Agriciil- 

7  tiire  and  Delated  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1969”. 
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1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Passed,  318-70,  with  amendments  this  bill, 

H.  R.  16913.  pp.  H3119-74 
Agreed  to  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Bow,  by  a  vote  of  99  to  87,  to  limit  expenditures  to  $6,524,470,897 
except  certain  CCC  expenditures  required  by  law,  pp,  H3170-1 
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2. 


By  Rep.  Broyhill,  Va.,  by  a  vote  of  86  to  60,  to  prohibit  use  of  these 
funds  to  pay  the  salary  of  any  Federal  employee  convicted  of  inciting; 
promoting,  or  carrying  on  a  riot,  or  any  illegal  group  activity  re¬ 
sulting  in  material  damage  to  property  or  injury  to  persons,  pp, 
H3171-3 

Rejected  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Kyi,  to  limit  1969  payments  under  the  Cropland  Adjustment  Pro- 
gram  to  $55,500,000.  p.  H3150 

By  Rep.  Findley,  by  a  vote  of  79  to  129,  to  limit  payments  under  the  va¬ 
rious  ASCS  programs  to  not  more  than  $10,000  for  each  recipient,  pp. 
H3151-68 

By  Rep.  Matsunaga,  to  exempt  sugar  payments  from  the  Findley  amendment, 
pp.  H3167-8 

By  Rep.  Broyhill,  by  a  vote  of  37  to  72,  a  more  comprehensive  version  of 
his  anti-riot  amendment  which  was  later  agreed  to.  pp.  H3168-70 

GRAIN  STANDARDS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reo^rted  with  amendment  H.  R. 

15794,  to  revise  the  Gra^  Standards  Act  (Hy/Rept.  1344).  p.  H3213 


3.  EMERGENCY  LOANS.  The  AgricuPt^re  Committ^ reported  without  amendment  H,  J.  | 

Res.  1227,  to  authorize  the  t^Pporary  funding  of  the  emergency  credit  re 
volving  fund  (H,  Rept.  1345).  ^  H321 

4.  MANPOWER.  Both  Houses  received  theTPresident '  s  annual  report  on  the  manoower 

program  (H.  Doc.  302).  pp.  H3118y^7\S4691 

5.  EDUCATION.  Agreed  to  a  resoluty^n  for  ^sideration  of  H.  R.  16729,  to  amend  ; 

legislation  regarding  higher  ^ucation.  \p.  H3174-7  V 

/  \  ^ 

6.  ECONOMIC  SITUATION.  Rep^,  P^man  inserted  anX^ommended  an  article  criticizing^i 

the  Federal  Reserve  Chaln((an's  recent  statement  about  the  economic  situation.^ 
pp.  H3209-10 

7.  EXPORT-IMPORT  BANK,  Received  from  the  Comptroller  ^neral  a  report  on  the 

audit  of  the  Expor^mport  Bank  (H.  Doc.  303).  p.  ^213 
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9. 


BUILDINGS.  Recey/ed  from  the  State  Department  a  propos^bill  to  authorize 
additional  appr>6priations  for  foreign  buildings;  to  ForeNn  Affairs  Committee/ 
p.  H3213  ^ 

Received  >from  the  Labor  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  applyV  prevailing 
wage  prote^ion  in  accordance  with  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  to  con^ruction  or 
reconstr^tion  of  buildings  to  be  leased  for  public  purposes;  t^  Public  Works 
Commityre.  p.  H3213 

STAT]^  TRANSFERS.  Received  from  the  Comptroller  General  a  report  o\adminis- 
tr^ion  of  allowances  for  Federal  employees  upon  permanent  change  of  Official 
s^tion.  p.  H3213  ' 

EGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  that  the  higher-education  and 
NASA-authorization  bills  will  be  considered  today.  May  2.  p.  H3118 
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May  1,  1968 


To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

It  is  a  traditional  event  for  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  submit  to  Congress  an  annual  re¬ 
port  on  the  progress  of  our  manpower 
programs. 

Although  the  custom  is  long-estab¬ 
lished,  there  is  nothing  routine  about  this 
report  or  its  subject:  jobs  for  om-  citi¬ 
zens:  more  useful,  more  satisfying  jobs  to 
give  Americans  a  sense  of  full  participa¬ 
tion  in  their  society. 

Four  months  ago  I  told  Congress  that 
jobs  are  “the  first  essential.” 

In  my  first  special  legislative  message 
this  year,  I  proposed  that  Congress 
launch  a  new  $2.1  billion  manpower  pro¬ 
gram — ^the  most  sweeping  in  our  history. 

At  the  same  time  I  called  on  the  lead¬ 
ers  of  American  commerce  and  industry 
to  form  a  National  Alliance  of  Business¬ 
men  to  provide  jobs  for  rilmdreds  of 
thousands  of  the  hard-core  unWployed. 

On  April  25,  the  Alliance  reputed  to 
me  on  its  progress  so  far:  \ 

— More  than  500  executives,  whosSstel- 
ents  command  more  than  $15  n^- 
lion  in  salaries  alone,  have  voluN 
teered  to  work  full  time  In  fifty  or 
our  largest  cities.  They  are  assisted 
by  7,000  other  volunteers. 

— ^By  mid-April,  the  Alliance  had  re¬ 
ceived  pledges  of  111,000  jobs — 66,- 
000  permanent  jobs  for  the  hard¬ 
core  unemployed,  and  45,000  summer 
j  obs  for  poor  yoimg  people . 

— ^Labor  unions,  the  Urban  Coalition, 
Chambers  of  Commerce,  churches, 
schools  and  many  civic  groups  have 
joined  this  crusade  to  give  the  words 
“full  employment”  a  new  meaning 
in  America. 

Meanwhile,  the  Government’s  new 
Concentrated  Employment  Program  has 
been  active  in  more  than  50  cities  mesh¬ 
ing  its  efforts  with  the  National  Alliance 
of  Businessmen.  And  the  administration 
of  our  job  programs  has  been  given  new 
energy  through  reorganization  and 
strong  leadership. 

These  are  hopeful  beginnings.  But  cer¬ 
tainly  they  are  no  grounds  for  compla¬ 
cency. 

In  every  city,  there  are  men  who  wake/ 
up  each  morning  and  have  no  place  ^ 
go;  men  who  want  work — but  can^t 
break  the  confining  welfare  chahi  or 
overcome  the  barriers  of  llfe-loM  dis¬ 
crimination,  or  make  up  for  thwack  of 
schooling  and  training.  / 

When  we  talk  about  unemployment, 
we  are  talking  about  these ^tizens,  who 
want  and  need  personal  ^gnity  and  a 
stake  In  America’s  progress. 

When  we  talk  aboi^ manpower  pro¬ 
grams,  we  are  talking  about  hope  for 
these  Americans.  / 

And  every  time/we  tabulate  new  sta¬ 
tistics  of  success/m  these  programs,  we 
are  recording  ^small  personal  triumph 
somewhere:  a^nan  trained;  a  youth  given 
a  sense  of  ms  value;  a  family  freed  at 
last  from  5^1f are. 

That  hope  is  what  makes  this  great 
task  so  inciting — and  so  vital. 

To^ery  member  of  the  Congress,  upon 
whran  our  manpower  program  depend, 
I  omunend  this  report. 

A  urge  the  Congress  to  support  these 
/programs  by  approving  the  $2.1  billion 


manpower  budget  request  I  recommend¬ 
ed  in  January. 

Ltndon  B.  Johnson. 
The  White  House,  May  1, 1968. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  Is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  Is 
not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 


[Roll  No.  109] 


Adair 

Everett 

Moore 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Feighan 

Nelsen 

Arends 

Galiflanakis 

Nichols 

Ashmore 

Gardner 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Baring 

Gibbons 

Pettis 

Bolton 

Green,  Oreg. 

Pool 

Brown,  Calif. 

Gurney 

Rees 

Colmer 

Hagan 

Resnlcfc 

Cramer 

Hallech 

Rhodes,  Arlz. 

Dawson 

Herlong 

Saylor 

Dent 

HoUand 

Schneebell 

Diggs 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Selden 

^owdy 

Karsten 

Stubblefield 

Dulski 

Kupferman 

Teague,  Tex. 

Eilherg 

Landrum 

Vanifc 

SPEAKER.  On  this  roUcaU  388 

Memoirs  have  answered  to  their  names. 

a  quorum. 

By  uriam 

imous  consent. 

flulher  pro- 

ceedlngs  un 
with. 

der  the  call  were  dispensed 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL,  1969 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  Itself  Into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  {H.R.  16913)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other 
purposes;  and  pending  that  motion,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
general  debate  on  the  bUl  be  limited  to 
not  to  exceed  2  hours,  the  time  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel] 
and  myself. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OP  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  Itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  16913,  with 
Mr.  CoRMAN  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  15  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  pending  before 
us  today  a  bill  which,  in  my  opinion,  is 
vital  to  the  whole  country  and  to  its 


economic  structure.  This  is  a  bill  which 
provides  for  the  staff  of  life  and  other 
essentials  of  life — food,  clothing,  and 
shelter. 

I  have  had  the  privilege  and  pleasure 
through  the  years,  since  I  have  been  here 
in  Congress,  of  handling  this  bill,  prob¬ 
ably  15  or  16  times.  Each  year  it  gets  a 
little  more  difficult  from  some  stand¬ 
points  to  defend  and  to  advocate  its  pass¬ 
age  with  its  varied  programs,  because 
fewer  and  fewer  people  understand  and 
comprehend  the  many  complex  prob¬ 
lems  and  programs  which  exist  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Chairman,  through  the  ages  man’s 
standard  of  living  has  been  measured  by 
how  much  time  he  has  had  left  after 
providing  for  his  essentials.  Judged  by 
this  yardstick  the  United  States  has  had 
marvelous  success. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  believe  that 
any  other  nation  of  the  world  can  do 
what  we  already  have  been  doing  here. 
Only  6  percent  of  our  people  are  directly 
engaged  in  agriculture.  As  a  result  of 
that,  94  percent  of  our  people  are  free 
to  follow  other  occupations.  Those  on 
the  farm  have  done  the  job  for  the  Na¬ 
tion,  while  receiving  an  average  of  only 
5  percent  of  the  consumers’  disposable 
income  after  marketing  and  distributing 
costs  are  skimmed  off  the  top.  In  total 
the  consumer  spends  less  than  18  percent 
of  his  income  for  food.  The  6  percent  of 
our  people  on  the  farm  not  only  furn¬ 
ish  the  raw  materials  for  Industry  and 
labor,  but  constitute  the  biggest  market 
I  for  industrial  output,  thereby  constitut¬ 
ing  a  major  part  of  a  prosperous  national 
economy. 

This  bill  before  you  today  provides  for 
the  general  operations  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  the  Farm  Credit  Ad¬ 
ministration.  Title  I  includes  the  regular 
continuing  programs  of  the  Department, 
such  as  research;  disease  and  pest  con¬ 
trol;  inspection  of  meat,  poultry,  and 
other  foods:  special  milk,  school  lunch, 
and  food  stamp  programs:  overseas  agri¬ 
cultural  services;  regulation  of  commod¬ 
ity  markets;  policing  of  packers  and 
stockyards;  State  experiment  stations 
and  extension  services;  assistance  to 
farm  cooperatives;  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation;  crop  reports;  marketing  serv¬ 
ices;  enforcement  of  the  new  program  for 
licensing  and  control  of  laboratory  ani¬ 
mals;  and  various  service  and  staff  offices. 
Title  H  includes  the  credit  programs 
for  rural  electrification  and  rural  tele¬ 
phones,  and  the  various  loan  programs 
of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration. 
Title  HI  includes  Federal  crop  insurance. 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  and 
foreign  assistance  programs.  Title  IV 
includes  the  Farm  Credit  Administration. 

This  bill  provides  new  obligational 
budget  authority  of  $5,523,635,500,  a 
reduction  of  $1,400,344,300  from  the 
$6,923,979,800  requested  by  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch.  This  is  a  20-percent  de¬ 
crease  in  the  1969  budget  and  a  24-per¬ 
cent  reduction  below  funds  provided  for 
1968. 

Despite  the  large  reductions  recom¬ 
mended  for  next  year,  the  biU  provides 
as  fully  as  possible  for  the  production  of 
ample  food  for  our  consumers;  the  pro- 
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tection  of  public  health  against  insects, 
diseases,  and  contaminated  foods;  the 
preservation  of  our  natural  resources  for 
present  and  future  generations;  and  the 
improvement  of  our  foreign  exchange 
position  in  world  trade. 

The  amoimts  provided  represent  the 
best  possible  balance  between  the  neces¬ 
sity  to  curtail  expenditures  wherever 
possible  to  help  finance  our  wartime 
commitments,  and  the  need  to  continue 
those  Federal  programs  which  preserve 
a  sound  agricultural  economy  so  vital  to 
the  overall  economy. 

COMMITTEE  RECOMMENDATIONS 

During  the  consideration  of  retrench¬ 
ment  legislation  last  year,  a  great  deal 
of  consideration  was  given  to  the  best 
means  of  effecting  Government  econo¬ 
mies.  On  October  18,  1967,  the  House  of 
Representatives  adopted  a  plan  which 
would  have  held  expenditures,  with  some 
exceptions,  to  the  1967  level.  This  action 
was  based  on  the  feeling  of  most  Mem¬ 
bers  that  it  was  better  to  hold  opera¬ 
tions  to  a  level  previously  determined 
by  Congress  than  to  apply  a  percentage 
cut  to  the  budget  or  adopt  an  overall 
expenditure  ceiling,  either  of  which 
methods  leaves  the  final  decisions  on 
funding  levels  for  specific  projects  and 
programs  to  the  executive  branch. 

In  arriving  at  the  amounts  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  bill  for  fiscal  year  1969, 
the  committee  has  used  the  same  ap¬ 
proach  and  the  same  reasoning.  For 
most  items  in  the  bill,  the  committee  has 
recommended  for  next  year  the  1967  or 
actual  1968  operating  level  after  reduc¬ 
tions  pursuant  to  House  Joint  Resolu¬ 
tion  888.  In  several  instances,  which  are 
explained  fully  in  this  report,  the  level 
provided  by  Congress  for  1968  has  been 
approved  for  1969. 


The  bill  includes  only  three  increases 
above  the  1968  appropriations  level 
where  special  circumstances  make  the 
provision  of  such  additional  funds  es¬ 
sential.  These  include  an  increase  of 
$26,880,500  for  additional  meat  and  poul¬ 
try  inspection  work,  one-half  of  which 
is  placed  in  a  reserve.  Reorganization  of 
the  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service  to 
put  these  activities  on  a  coordinated  and 
efficient  operating  basis  should  result 
in  substantial  savings.  An  additional  $40 
million  is  provided  for  the  food  stamp 
program,  of  which  $25  million  is  placed 
in  reserve  to  be  released  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  to  the  extent  necessary 
after  various  corrections  in  the  handling 
program  are  made.  An  increase  of 
^00,000  has  been  provided  to  enable  the 
Department’s  library  to  move  to  its  new 
quarters  at  Beltsville,  which  have  been 
mder  construction  since  1966,  and  will 
•  occupancy  in  October  1968. 

The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that 
loan  funds  requested  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  for  FHA  operating  loans  will 
likely  prove  wholly  inadequate  for  a  full 
The  committee  has  provided  only 
the  budgeted  figure  since,  based  on  1968 
e^erience,  additional  allowances  prob¬ 
ably  woffid  be  frozen.  The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  is  urged,  however,  to  review  the 
for  this  program  for  both 
1968  and  1969  and  advise  the  Congress  of 
its  findings. 


The  amounts  approved  for  next  year 
represent  rather  severe  retrenchment  in 
some  instances,  since  persoimel  and 
other  reductions  will  be  required  to  meet 
the  annualization  of  pay  costs  and  other 
increases  in  operating  costs  in  fiscal  year 
1969.  The  committee  feels,  however,  that 
such  action  is  warranted  as  Agriculture’s 
contribution  to  the  Government-wide  re¬ 
ductions  which  will  be  necessary  to  re¬ 
duce  the  large  projected  budget  deficit 
for  fiscal  year  1969.  The  committee  be¬ 
lieves  that  specific  action  taken  now  to 
indicate  congressional  intent  on  funds 
for  next  year’s  operations  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  is  preferable  to  for¬ 
mula  cuts,  expenditure  limitations,  or 
total  elimination  of  some  programs  in 
favor  of  others,  which  might  be  made 
later.  The  uncertainty,  confusion,  and 
inability  to  make  advance  plans  which 
result  from  Government-wide  retrench¬ 
ment  legislation  enacted  subsequent  to 
the  appropriation  bills — ^last  year  it  was 
over  5  months  after  the  fiscal  year  had 
begun — is  very  costly  both  in  terms  of 
imnecessary  expenditures  and  reduc¬ 
tions  in  program  performance. 

REDUCTION  IN  EXPENDITUEES 

In  recognition  of  the  necessity  of  cur¬ 
tailing  Federal  expenditures  and  reduc¬ 
ing  the  projected  budget  deficit  for  fiscal 
year  1969,  the  committee  has  included 
language  in  the  bill — section  509  of  gen¬ 
eral  provisions — which  is  intended  to 
hold  expenditures  in  fiscal  year  1969  to 
the  authorized  1968  expenditure  level 
plus:  first,  mandatory  increases  such  as 
annualization  of  pay  costs,  postage  in¬ 
creases,  increases  for  retirement  and 
employee  compensation  costs;  and  sec¬ 
ond,  program  increases  included  in  the 
bill  for  next  year  for  meat  and  poultry 
inspection  and  the  food  stamp  program. 

As  noted  earlier,  the  new  budget — 
obligational — authority  for  fiscal  year 
1969  has  been  reduced  by  $1,400,344,300. 
’The  major  portion  of  this  reduction, 
however,  does  not  reduce  the  estimated 
expenditures  projected  in  the  budget 
for  fiscal  year  1969.  ’The  proposed  elimi¬ 
nation  of  the  participation  sales  author¬ 
ization  does  not  reduce  1969  expendi¬ 
tures,  although  this  action  will  reduce 
future  expenditures  and  will  save  the 
extra  costs  involved  in  selling  Govern¬ 
ment  securities,  the  amount  of  which 
cannot  be  determined  at  this  time.  Also, 
the  recommended  reduction  in  funds  for 
restoration  of  capital  impairment  of  the 
Commodity  Ci'edit  Corporation  has  no 
effect  on  fiscal  year  1969  expenditures, 
since  these  funds  represent  the  replace¬ 
ment  of  amoimts  expended  in  prior 
years. 

Fm*ther,  of  the  $6,938,585,000  expendi¬ 
ture  level  projected  for  fiscal  year  1969 
in  the  1969  budget — excluding  Forest 
Service — an  estimated  $1,589,200,000 
represents  mandatory  expenditures  to 
liquidate  commitments  made  from  prior- 
year  fimds.  In  addition,  1969  expendi¬ 
tures  from  trust  fmids  and  permanent 
appropriations  not  included  in  this  bill 
are  estimated  at  $461,244,000.  This 
leaves  a  balance  of  expenditures  from 
appropriations  and  loan  fimds  covered 
in  this  bUl  of  $4,888,141,000. 

The  major  portion  of  this  balance,  $2,- 


775,769,000,  represents  uncontrollable 
expenditures  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  which,  under  its  basic 
Charter  Act,  must  make  such  expendi¬ 
tures  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
its  price  support  responsibilities.  This 
leaves  a  balance  of  $2,112,769,000  of  1969 
projected  expenditures  which  are  subject 
to  congressional  action  in  this  bill. 

To  retain  the  1968  expenditure  level, 
plus  the  essential  increases  outlined 
above,  it  has  been  necessaiy  to  reduce 
expenditures  in  the  bill  for  fiscal  year 
1969  by  $414,114,000.  This  is  approxi¬ 
mately  20  percent  of  the  estimated  ex¬ 
penditures  in  those  areas  subject  to 
congressional  control.  The  computation 
of  the  effect  of  these  reductions  on  the 
major  sections  of  the  bill  follows: 

1969  expenditures  (excluding 
Forest  Service  and  in¬ 
cluding  loan  funds,  trust 
funds  and  permanents)  _  $6.  938,  585,  000 


Effect  on  expenditures  of 
amounts  proposed  In 
bill: 

Title  I,  general  activities _  —35,  900,  000 

Title  II,  credit  agencies —  — 15, 100,  000 


Title  m,  corporations: 

Public  Law  480 _  —361,814,000 

Other _  —1,300,000 


Total,  title  HI,  corpo¬ 
rations _  —363,114,000 


Total  expenditure  re¬ 
duction  _  -414, 114,  000 


Total  estimated  ex¬ 
penditures,  fiscal 
year  1969 _  6,  524,  471,  000 


In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  is  a  Government  cor¬ 
poration,  the  expenditures  of  which  are 
required  by  law  from  corporate  funds, 
and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  basic  law 
requires  this  corporation  to  carry  out  its 
price  support  responsibilities  regardless 
of  the  availability  of  funds,  it  is  impos¬ 
sible  to  control  the  expenditure  level  of 
this  organization.  Accordingly,  it  is  un¬ 
derstood  that  the  amount  indicated 
above  must,  of  necessity,  be  increased  to 
the  extent  that  the  net  expenditures  of 
the  Corporation  during  the  coming  fiscal 
year  exceed  the  expenditure  level  of 
$2,775,372,000  included  therein. 

Also,  there  may  be  some  essential 
minor  changes  in  expenditures  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  uncontrollable  variations  in  re¬ 
ceipts  from  the  public.  Estimates  of  such 
receipts  have  been  netted  against  ex¬ 
penditures  in  these  calculations. 

EFFECT  ON  PERSONNEL 

’The  severe  reductions  in  funds  made 
in  this  bin  for  the  next  fiscal  year  will 
require  a  sharp  decrease  in  personnel — 
man-years — ^below  both  the  1968  level 
of  operation  and  the  level  proposed  in 
the  1969  budget.  The  bill  as  reported  pro¬ 
vides  an  estimated  65,543  man-years  of 
employment  for  fiscal  year  1969  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  exclusive  of 
the  Forest  Service.  This  is  933  man- 
years  less  than  estimated  for  fiscal  year 
1969. 

Two  major  personnel  increases  pro¬ 
posed  in  this  bill  for  next  year  account 
for  the  Indicated  man-year  increase  of 
652  over  1968.  An  increase  of  1,062  man- 
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years  is  provided  for  the  greatly  ex¬ 
panded  meat  and  poultry  inspection  du¬ 
ties  assigned  to  the  Department  imder 
the  Wholesome  Meat  Act  adopted  last 
year.  An  additional  616  man-years  is 
provided  for  the  large  Increase  provided 
for  the  food  stamp  program  in  the  com¬ 
ing  year. 

A  total  reduction  of  1,026  man-years 
under  the  1968  level  will  be  required  in 
the  other  programs  of  the  Department 
during  the  next  fiscal  year.  This  is  due 
almost  entirely  to  the  fact  that  the 
amounts  recommended  for  other  appro¬ 
priations  do  not  provide  the  additional 
funds  needed  to  cover  annualization  of 
Pay  Act  costs  for  an  additional  3  months 
in  fiscal  year  1969. 

AGRICULTURE - KET  TO  OUR  PROSPERITY 

American  agriculture  is  the  most  pro¬ 
ductive  in  the  history  of  the  world.  The 
increasing  efficiency  of  our  agricultural 
producers  continues  to  contribute  to  the 
high  standard  of  living  in  this  country. 

When  this  country  was  young,  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  people  lived  on  the  farm. 
Most  of  them  had  to  produce  their  own 
food  and  fiber  with  the  plow  and  the 
hoe.  Today,  only  six  of  every  100  Ameri¬ 
can  workers  are  engaged  in  agriculture. 
The  94  others  provide  the  goods  and 
services  of  modem  living — ^manufactur¬ 
ing  cars,  TV  sets,  and  washing  machines, 
running  banks,  selling  insurance,  build¬ 
ing  homes,  fixing  telephones,  working  in 
hospitals  and  hotels,  and  rendering  other 
services.  Including  om  national  defense 
and  international  responsibilities. 

Thirty  years  ago,  one  person  on  the 
farm  supplied  the  food  and  fiber  for  10 
others.  By  1960,  this  had  increased  to 
one  person  on  the  farm  for  26  others. 
Today,  one  farm  producer  feeds  and 
clothes  about  40  persons. 

On  the  world’s  most  efficient  farms, 
output  per  man-hour  has  been  increas¬ 
ing  some  6  percent  per  year — more  than 
twice  the  rate  in  industry.  If  farmers  to¬ 
day  used  1940  methods  of  producing 
crops,  it  would  cost  an  extra  $15  billion 
a  year  to  produce  food  and  fiber  for  the 
Nation.  This  extra  cost  would  be  passed 
on  to  consumers,  adding  more  than  $6  a 
week  to  each  family’s  food  bill. 

It  now  takes  so  few  of  us  to  produce 
the  food,  clothing,  and  shelter  for  the 
rest  of  us,  that  the  rest  of  us  can  provide 
the  highest  standard  of  living  ever 
known  for  all  of  us. 

One  unfortunate  consequence  of  this 
development,  however,  is  that  the  voice 
of  American  agriculture  has  grown 
weaker  in  the  legislatures  and  other 
forums  of  the  Nation.  Today,  only  47  of 
the  435  districts  represented  in  the  U.S. 
Congress  have  as  many  as  20  percent  of 
their  people  on  farms.  The  majority  of 
the  Mem^rs  of  Congress,  therefore,  rep¬ 
resent  constituencies  with  little  or  no 
understanding  of  the  problems  of  agri¬ 
culture  and  only  a  vague  realization  of 
the  importance  of  this  segment  of  our 
economy  to  the  general  welfare  of  the 
entire  Nation. 

FARM  INCOME,  INVESTMENT,  AND  RISK 

To  maintain  this  high  standard  of  liv¬ 
ing,  with  little  or  no  increase  in  farm  in¬ 
come,  and  with  higher  and  higher  costs 
for  what  the  farmer  must  buy,  increased 


agricultural  productivity  has  been  an  ab¬ 
solute  necessity.  This  has  come  at  the 
cost  of  much  greater  investment  per 
farm  and  a  tremendous  increase  in  risk. 

The  increased  use  of  machinery  and 
equipment  has  made  it  necessary  to  ex¬ 
pand  the  size  of  farming  units,  at  a  high 
cost  to  the  producer.  The  small  family- 
size  farm  is  gradually  disappearing, 
largely  because  it  cannot  support  high- 
cost  machinery,  supplies,  and  labor.  The 
number  of  farm  units  has  decreased  from 
6.4  million  in  1940  to  less  than  half  this 
number  in  1967.  The  American  consum¬ 
er  today  is  almost  entirely  dependent  on 
the  commercial  farm  for  his  abundant 
supply  of  inexpensive  food  and  fiber. 

Efforts  to  limit  payments  to  larger 
farmers  would  have  the  ultimate  effect 
of  breaking  up  larger  farms  into  smaller, 
uneconomical  units  such  as  now  exist  in 
many  of  the  food-deficient  countries  of 
the  world.  This  would  be  about  as  un¬ 
sound,  so  far  as  feeding  this  Nation  is 
concerned,  as  to  require  the  building  of 
automobiles  by  hand  or  to  restrict  the 
number  of  employees  of  a  commercial  or¬ 
ganization  to  a  certain  level  by  limiting 
salary  levels.  Including  costs  created  by 
minimum-wage  contracts. 

The  average  investment  necessary  to 
farm  has  increased  by  over  1,000  percent 
in  the  past  27  years,  from  6,158  in  1940  to 
$42,465  in  1960,  $67,259  in  1966,  and  $73,- 
120  in  1967.  As  a  result  net  return  on  the 
farmer’s  Investment  has  decreased 
through  the  years,  from  8  percent  in  1957 
to  a  low  point  of  about  6  percent  today. 

This  decreasing  retm*n  on  farm  invest¬ 
ment  has  steadily  increased  the  farmer’s 
risk  through  the  years.  Half  a  century 
ago  a  farm  could  survive  as  many  as 
seven  crop  failures  in  a  row.  With  the 
tremendous  financial  risks  involved  to¬ 
day,  the  loss  of  a  single  year’s  crop  could 
result  in  bankruptcy  for  many  farmers 
with  large  investments. 

While  farm  assets  have  increased  from 
$185.8  billion  in  1957  to  $281.2  billion  in 
1967,  farm  debt  has  increased  even 
faster — from  $20.4  billion  in  1957  to  $49.9 
billion  in  1967.  Farm  debt  as  a  percent¬ 
age  of  assets  has  increased  from  11  per¬ 
cent  in  1957  to  17.7  percent  In  1967.  In¬ 
terest  payments  as  a  percentage  of  gross 
farm  income  have  Increased  from  2.9 
percent  in  1957  to  5*.6  percent  in  1967. 

Despite  increased  gross  Income,  the 
levels  of  net  farm  income  lag  far  behind 
those  of  nonfarm  families.  Even  though 
he  supplies  the  basic  necessities  for  his 
city  cousins,  per  capita  income  of  the 
farmer  is  only  66  percent  of  nonfarm  in¬ 
come.  Disposable  personal  Income  of  our 
nonfarm  population  in  1966  was  over 
$2,618  per  capita.  For  the  same  period, 
Income  for  farm  families  was  only  $1,731. 

TIGHT  CREDIT  SITUATION 

One  of  the  serious  problems  facing  the 
farmer  today  is  the  tight  credit  situation 
and  the  rising  interest  costs.  Demands 
for  all  types  of  credit,  both  public  and 
private,  are  far  in  excess  of  funds  avail¬ 
able. 

During  our  hearings  on  the  1969  budg¬ 
et,  the  assistant  to  the  Governor  of  the 
Farm  Credit  Administration  gave  the  fol¬ 
lowing  report  on  the  growing  credit  needs 
of  American  agricultm-e : 


Amounts  of  credit  used  by  farmers  have 
Increased  steadily  during  the  last  decade.  In¬ 
creases  in  credit  needs  have  resulted  in  part 
from  the  rise  in  land  prices  and  from  higher 
costs  paid  for  hired  labor,  materials,  and 
equipment.  As  agriculture  becomes  more 
commercialized,  credit  is  used  increasingly  by 
farmers  to  acquire  control  of  the  large  quan¬ 
tities  of  resources  necessary  for  success  in 
modem  farming.  To  achieve  efficiency  and  to 
earn  adequate  Incomes,  commercial  farmers 
have  expanded  their  operations.  The  average 
farm  now  has  370  acres  as  compared  with 
300  acres  in  1960  and  210  acres  in  1950.  Most 
of  the  farm  output,  moreover,  comes  from 
about  1  million  commercial  farms  that  ac¬ 
count  for  85  percent  of  the  production.  To 
continue  to  operate  efficiently,  these  farmers 
need  to  use  large  amounts  of  capital  and 
credit. 

Farmers’  needs  for  credit  increased  during 
1967  and  the  volume  of  credit  used  by  agri¬ 
culture  moved  up  to  a  new  record.  Avail¬ 
ability  of  credit  to  agriculture,  however,  con¬ 
tinued  to  be  restricted  by  high  Interest  rates 
and  tight  money  conditions  which  came  into 
being  during  1966  and  continued  through 
1967.  As  a  result  of  restrictions  on  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  credit,  many  farmers  were  not  able 
to  obtain  all  of  the  loan  funds  they  needed. 
The  rate  of  increase  in  the  amount  of  credit 
used  by  agricultiue  was  smaller  than  in  other 
recent  years. 

For  the  lending  programs  of  the  farm 
credit  system,  the  assistant  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  gave  the  following  summary : 

On  June  30,  1967,  the  Farm  Credit  banks 
and  associations  held  a  net  total  of  $10.4 
billion  in  outstanding  loans  to  agriculture  as 
compared  with  $9.1  billion  a  year  earlier.  The 
Federal  land  banks  held  $5.3  bllUon  of  farm 
mortgage  loans.  On  the  same  date  the  pro¬ 
duction  credit  associations  held  $3.6  billion 
of  short  and  intermediate-term  loans  to 
farmers.  The  banks  for  cooperatives  had  $1.3 
billion  in  loans  outstanding  to  farmers  sup¬ 
ply,  service,  and  marketing  cooperatives. 

LOANS  OUTSTANDING  TO  AGRICULTURE  HELD  BY  THE 
FARM  CREDIT  BANKS  AND  ASSOCIATIONS 


[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Lending  banks  and 
associations 

As  of  June  30 

1955 

1960 

1966 

1967 

Federal  land  banks . . 

1,408 

2,487 

4,725 

5,304 

Production  credit  associations.. 

804 

1,670 

3,146 

3, 651 

Banks  tor  cooperatives. . 

Federal  intermediate  credit 

317 

551 

1,105 

1,296 

banks . . 

855 

1,698 

3,066 

3,544 

Total .  . . 

Deduct:  FICB  credit  to  other 
farm  credit  banks  and 

3, 384 

6,406  12,042 

13,795 

associations . . 

779 

1,594 

2,897 

3,359 

Net  total  loans . . 

2,605 

4,812 

9,145 

10, 436 

Demands  for  loans  from  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  have  far  exceeded 
the  funds  available  for  the  various  pur¬ 
poses.  As  of  July  1,  1967,  a  total  of  $64 
million  was  available  for  emergency 
loans.  This  amount  was  exhausted  early 
in  February  1968.  The  reserve  balance 
of  $22  million  in  the  emergency  credit 
revolving  fund  was  released  by  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  shortly  thereafter. 
This  additional  loan  authority  was  gone 
within  a  few  weeks.  Loan  dockets  for 
1,407  loans  totaling  $7.5  million  were 
unprocessed  as  of  early  April  1968,  and 
estimates  are  that  applications  for  an¬ 
other  $22  million  of  emergency  loan 
credit  will  be  received  during  the  balance 
of  this  fiscal  year. 

The  situation  is  much  the  same  for 
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operating  loans.  According  to  testimony 
from  USDA  officials,  as  of  early  March 
1968,  an  estimated  $81  million  of  un¬ 
paid  operating  loans  of  a  hardship  char¬ 
acter  were  on  hand.  In  addition,  the 
heavy  credit  needs  of  the  spring  planting 
season  are  still  ahead.  Despite  this  situa¬ 
tion,  the  executive  branch  continues  to 
freeze  $25  million  of  operating  loan  funds 
provided  by  Congress  for  fiscal  year  1968. 

In  discussing  the  availability  of  pri¬ 
vate  credit  for  agricultural  purposes,  the 
Administrator  of  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  stated ; 

The  American  Bankers  Association  released 
a  report,  I  believe  it  was  they  who  released 
a  report.  Just  the  other  day,  showing  that 
the  ntunber  of  so-called  agricultural  banks 
who  had  reached  the  position  of  the  ratio  of 
loans  to  deposits  of  26  percent,  which  is  nor¬ 
mally  considered  a  loaned  up  position,  had 
increased  from  26  percent  to  47  percent  last 
year. 

Actually,  some  of  those  banks  had  ratios 
up  to  70  percent  which  is  considered  a  rather 
hazardous  position  for  country  banks. 

There  are  many  areas  in  which  the  normal 
conventional  sources  of  credit  are  not  avail¬ 
able  regardless  of  the  security  the  applicant 
has  to  offer. 

BOUNTIPXn,  SUPPJJKS  OF  INEXPENSIVE  FOOD 

Despite  these  and  other  difficulties, 
American  agriculture  continues  to  make 
a  major  contribution  to  the  national  wel¬ 
fare  through  the  production  of  bountiful 
supplies  of  high-quahty  and  low-cost 
foods  for  the  Nation’s  consumers.  Pood 
is  one  of  today’s  best  bargains. 

This  is  apparent  at  the  supermarkets, 
where  city  consumers  can  choose  from 
thousands  of  safe,  wholesome,  and  de¬ 
licious  foods — products  of  the  farms  of 
our  50  States.  Using  less  than  18  percent 
of  their  income,  American  consumers  can 
select  foods  with  a  knowledge  of  nutri¬ 
tion  and  balanced  diets  that  makes  this 
a  nation  of  healthy  and  well-fed  people. 
Many  people  in  the  world  spend  half  or 
more  of  their  available  income  on  food. 
In  underdeveloped  areas  people  spend 
most  of  their  time  grubbing  a  living  from 
the  earth. 

In  1929,  23.4  percent  of  consumer  in¬ 
come  in  the  United  States  went  for  food. 
This  decreased  to  22.2  percent  in  1950, 
20  percent  in  1960,  and  17.7  percent  last 
year.  This  steady  decrease  has  occurred 
despite  the  increasing  portion  of  food 
costs  which  go  for  marketing  and  related 
services.  If  the  1960  level  of  20  percent 
had  continued  through  1967,  U.S.  con¬ 
sumers  would  have  had  $11  billion  less 
to  spend  for  the  products  of  industry 
and  labor. 

This  contribution  to  the  national  econ¬ 
omy  has  come  at  the  expense  of  the 
American  farmer,  however.  Since  1951 
the  farmer’s  share  of  the  retail  food 
dollar  has  declined  from  49  to  38 
cents  in  1967.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  if 
farm  producers  were  to  receive  nothing 
for  their  raw  materials,  retail  prices 
would  probably  not  decline  significantly. 
It  should  be  noted  that  in  1967  the  faim- 
er  received  only  3.4  cents  from  a  22.2- 
cent  loaf  of  bread,  less  than  11  percent 
of  the  retail  price.  The  farmer’s  share  of 
a  $4.38  cotton  shirt  in  1967  was  only  22 
cents,  about  5  percent  of  the  retail  cost. 

Recently,  Dr.  Walter  W.  Wilcox,  Di¬ 
rector,  Agricultural  Economics,  USDA, 
described  the  situation  as  follows: 
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The  figure  that  I  think  la  remarkable  Is 
that  of  the  consumer’s  (ilsi>osable  Income; 
only  6  cents  out  of  the  dollar  goes  to  the 
farmer  for  the  food  products  produced  on  the 
American  farms. 

LABOR  AND  INDtrSTRT’S  BEST  MARKET 

The  economic  welfare  of  the  Nation’s 
economy  is  dependent  on  the  economic 
strength  of  each  segment  thereof.  Time 
has  proved  that  labor  and  industry  can 
be  prosperous  only  to  the  extent  that  the 
agricultural  economy  is  strong  and 
healthy. 

Agriculture  is  the  principal  source  of 
new  wealth.  It  is  the  main  provider  of 
basic  raw  materials  which  support  all 
segments  of  business  and  industry.  Re¬ 
liable  estimates  indicate  that  each  dollar 
of  wealth  taken  from  the  soil  generates 
$7  of  income  throughout  the  rest  of  the 
economy. 

Agriculture  is  our  largest  industry.  Its 
assets  exceed  those  of  any  of  the  next 
10  largest  industries.  It  employs  more 
workers  than  any  other  major  Industry. 
It  employs  seven  times  the  number  of 
people  in  the  mining  industry,  23  times 
the  number  in  the  oil  and  coal  industry, 
and  five  times  the  number  in  the  auto¬ 
mobile  industry.  In  addition,  it  siipports 
directly  another  10  percent  of  oiu  non¬ 
farm  population  which  supplies  the  far¬ 
mer  with  his  needs  and  processes  and 
markets  his  products. 

Agriculture  is  one  of  the  major  mar¬ 
kets  for  the  products  of  labor  and  indus¬ 
try.  It  spends  mor*)  for  equipment  than 
any  of  the  other  large  industries.  Agri¬ 
culture  uses  more  steel  in  a  year  than  is 
used  for  a  year’s  output  of  passenger 
cars.  It  uses  more  petroleum  products 
than  any  other  industry  in  the  country. 
It  uses  more  rubber  each  year  than  is  re¬ 
quired  to  produce  tires  for  6  million  auto¬ 
mobiles.  Its  inventory  of  machinery  and 
equipment  exceeds  the  assets  of  the  steel 
industry  and  is  five  times  that  of  the 
automobile  industry. 

Since  1951,  despite  Government  farm 
programs,  industry  and  labor’s  take  of 
the  consumer’s  food  dollar  has  increased 
from  51  to  62  cents.  This  increase 
of  21.5  percent  by  Industry  and  labor  has 
been  passed  on  to  the  consumer  as  part 
of  the  retail  price.  At  the  same  time,  cor¬ 
porate  profits  after  taxes  have  increased 
from  $19.6  billion  in  1952  to  $28.5  billion 
in  1959,  and  $49.3  billion  in  1966.  That, 
too,  is  passed  on  as  a  part  of  the  retail 
price  to  the  consumer,  which  accounts 
for  the  increasing  cost  of  food  and  food 
products  to  consumers,  despite  the  farm¬ 
er’s  declining  share  of  the  retail  price. 

GOVERNMENT  COSTS  OF  VARIOUS  LAWS 

It  will  be  recalled  that  over  half  of  the 
funds  expended  by  the  E>epartment  have 
direct  benefits  to  nonfarm  people.  An 
analysis  included  on  page  395  of  part  I 
of  this  year’s  hearings  shows  that  only 
$2.2  billion  of  a  total  of  $5.8  billion  in 
1967  was  expended  on  programs  with 
benefits  primarily  for  the  farmer. 

An  analysis  prepared  by  the  committee 
last  year  shows  that  the  payments  to 
agriculture  for  price -support  programs 
are  relatively  small  when  compared  to 
mineral  depletion  allowances,  business 
reconversion  payments,  and  sums  paid 
out  of  the  Federal  Treasury  to  other  seg¬ 
ments  of  our  economy.  The  table  which 


was  included  in  last  year’s  report  is  of  in¬ 


terest  here: 

Program  Millions 

1.  Losses  under  price-support  pro¬ 
gram: 

Basics  - $16.  690 

Nonbasics _  6,  804 


Total -  1  23,  495 

2.  Federal  programs  for — 

Mail  subsidies _ *11,479 

Subsidies  to  maritime  organiza¬ 
tions  -  »  6,  251 

Subsidies  to  airlines _  *  1,  322 


Business  reconversion  payments 

(including  tax  amortization)  “47,698 
Mineral  depletion  allowances _ ‘  60,  897 


3.  Federal  investment  in — 

Food  and  fiber  (CCC  Inven¬ 
tories)  _  ’3,113 

National  stockpile  of  material 6,  877 

4.  Payments  to  Labor  under  various 

laws _  (*) 


*  The  extra  pay  which  goes  to  labor  as  a 
result  of  laws  providing  for  minimum  wages 
and  the  right  of  bargain  and  is  reflected  In 
increased  retail  prices  is  not  identifiable  and 
the  Committee  has  been  unable  to  obtain  any 
firm  estimate  as  to  such  amoimt. 

I  From  beginning  of  program  to  1966. 

*  1946  to  1965  subsidies  to  2d-,  3d-,  and 
4th-class  maU. 

’  1938  to  1967  construction  and  operating 
subsidies 

’  1938  to  1967. 

“  Status  as  of  1962. 

“Since  1925. 

’  As  of  Jime  30,  1966. 

In  reviewing  these  figures,  it  should  be 
noted  that  the  amoxmts  shown  for  agri¬ 
culture  do  not  Include  Federal  assistance 
to  nonfarm  consumers  through  such 
programs  as  the  special  milk,  school 
lunch,  food  stamp,  and  other  food  dis¬ 
tribution  programs.  Nor  do  they  Include 
funds  for  meat  and  poultry  inspection 
and  other  food  inspection  programs 
which,  in  reality,  also  represent  consum¬ 
er  benefits.  For  fiscal  year  1968  the  funds 
for  these  programs  totaled  $936.5  million. 

CHIEF  EARNER  OP  DOLLAR  EXCHANGE 

One  of  the  Important  contributions  of 
American  agriculture  to  the  national 
economy  is  its  contribution  to  our  bal¬ 
ance  of  pajunents  abroad. 

Total  agricultural  exports  increased 
from  $4.5  billion  in  1960  to  $6.8  billion 
in  1967.  Exports  for  dollars  rose  from 
$3.2  billion  to  $5.4  billion  during  this  pe¬ 
riod.  During  the  calendar  year  1967,  agri¬ 
cultural  exports  for  dollars  exceeded 
agricultural  imports  by  $585  million. 
This  more  than  offset  the  trade  deficit 
for  commercial  trade  of  $400  million  in 
1967. 

From  1961  through  1967,  agricultural 
exports  contributed  over  $32  billion  to 
our  balance  of  payments.  Even  though 
only  22  percent  of  total  exports  are  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  they  account  for 
over  50  percent  of  our  favorable  trade 
balance. 

According  to  the  present  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury,  were  it  not  for  increasing 
U.S.  agricultural  export  sales,  our  bal- 
ance-of-payments  deficit  would  be  much 
greater  than  it  is. 

The  efficiency  and  productivity  of  U.S. 
agriculture  has  made  this  country  the 
world’s  largest  exporter  of  food  to  the 
many  nations  of  the  world.  In  recent 
years  the  export  of  U.S.  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  has  increased  to  the  point  where 
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production  from  one  out  of  each  fotix 
acres  is  sold  abroad.  In  addition  to  sup¬ 
plying  much  needed  foreign  exchange, 
this  has  contributed  to  the  domestic 
economy  by  providing  about  1  million 
jobs  in  fields  related  to  agriculture — 
storage,  shipping,  export,  et  cetera. 

PRODUCTION  AND  EXPORT  POLICIES 

In  this  connection,  it  is  essential  that 
we  adopt  and  follow  soimd  national  po¬ 
licies  which  will  enable  American  agricul¬ 
ture  to  continue  to  make  its  important 
contributions  at  home  and  abroad.  Such 
policies  must  provide  for  the  production 
of  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts  and  the  encouragement  of  sales 
of -these  commodities  in  world  markets 
on  a  competitive  basis. 

The  charter  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  provides,  and  always  has 
provided,  for  sale  of  all  Corporation- 
owned  commodities  in  world  trade  at 
competitive  prices.  For  the  past  15  years 
or  more,  this  committee  has  done  every¬ 
thing  possible  to  encourage  and  require 
exportation  and  has  continued  to  insist 
that  such  commodities  be  offered  con¬ 
tinuously  in  world  markets  on  a  competi¬ 
tive  basis.  During  those  years  when  U.S. 
commodities  were  kept  competitive,  ex¬ 
port  sales  increased  substantially. 

For  cotton,  for  example,  the  basic  law — 
section  302  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1956  (7  U.S.C.  1853) — requires  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  determine  and  an¬ 
nounce  our  “fair  historical  share”  of 
world  markets  and  to  sell  competitively 
so  as  to  meet  this  share  of  the  market 
each  year.  However,  despite  this  congres¬ 
sional  action,  the  Department  has  failed 
in  nearly  every  year  since  1956  to  attain 
the  level  of  export  sales  determined  to  be 
our  fair  historical  share.  Figures  included 
on  page  391  of  part  I  of  our  1969  hear¬ 
ings  show  the  situation: 


Marketing  year 

Initially 

Actual 

Deficit  or 

beginning  Aug.  1 

determined 
fair  share 

exports 

excess 

1957- 58 . . . .  0) 

1958- 59 _ _ _ _  (1) 


1959-fin 

0) 

1960-fil _ 

_  6. 5 

6.6 

+0.1 

1961-62 . . 

2.5.5 

4.9 

-.6 

1962-63 _ 

36  n 

3.4 

-1.6 

1963-64. . . 

<5.0 

5.7 

+.7 

1964-65 _ 

5.0 

4.1 

-.9 

1965^6 _ 

5.0 

2.9 

-2.1 

1966-67 _ 

_  5. 5 

4.7 

-.8 

>  Not  available. 

2  Reduced  to  5,000,000  later  in  season. 

2  Reduced  to  3,500,000  later  in  season. 

‘Increased  to  5,700,000  later  in  season. 

Information  developed  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  indicates  that  we  will  lose  many  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  of  valuable  foreign  ex¬ 
change  during  the  3  marketing  years 
1966-67  through  1968-69,  unless  we  at¬ 
tain  the  export  goals  for  cotton  an¬ 
nounced  on  March  9,  1966.  This  infoima- 
tion  shows  that  announced  goals  of  6 
million  bales  per  year  would  produce  an 
estimated  export  income  of  $1,573.5  mil¬ 
lion,  whereas  actual  exports  of  4.7  million 
bales  in  1966-67,  and  estimated  exports 
of  3.8  million  in  1967-68  and  4  million 
in  1968-69,  will  earn  approximately 
$1,009.7  million.  This  will  fall  $563.8  mil¬ 
lion  short  of  full  potential  export  earn¬ 
ings. 


At  present,  one  of  the  major  reasons 
for  declining  cotton  exports  is  the  de¬ 
pleted  stocks  of  good  quality  cotton  in 
the  warehouses  of  the  United  States. 
While  this  is  due  partially  to  poor  crop 
conditions,  one  of  the  primary  reasons 
is  the  faulty  policy  of  unduly  restricting 
the  production  of  cotton  in  the  past  few 
years.  This  has  not  only  reduced  current 
income  to  agriculture  and  other  segments 
of  the  economy  of  the  United  States,  but 
it  has  also  resulted  in  long-range  damage 
by  encouraging  foreign  countries  to  ex¬ 
pand  their  cotton  production  potential. 

ECONOMIC  LOSS  TO  NATION 

»  It  is  diflacult  to  evaluate  the  actual  ef¬ 
fect  on  the  Nation’s  economy  of  such 
production  restrictions.  Preliminary  data 
indicate  that  the  1967  crop  of  cotton  was 
about  7.4  million  bales,  down  2  million 
bales  from  the  1966  crop  and  the  smallest 
since  1895.  At  a  rough  value  of  the  equiv¬ 
alent  of  $150  per  bale  to  the  farmer,  this 
could  mean  a  loss  in  1  year  of  $300  mil¬ 
lion  of  income  to  the  cotton  producers 
of  the  Nation.  The  loss  of  this  purchas¬ 
ing  power  affects  not  only  those  who  de¬ 
pend  directly  on  farming  for  a  liveli¬ 
hood,  but  also  those  engaged  in  related 
businesses  such  as  storage,  transporta¬ 
tion,  banking,  merchandising,  industrial 
production,  and  similar  activities;  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  smaller  communities.  On 
the  basis  that  each  dollar  of  agricul¬ 
tural  production  creates  $7  of  activity 
throughout  the  economy,  this  represents 
a  total  loss  of  around  $2  billion  to  the 
Nation. 

Some  years  ago,  an  effort  was  made  to 
evaluate  the  effect  on  the  national  econ¬ 
omy  of  the  faulty  policy  of  holding  com¬ 
modities  off  world  markets,  with  result¬ 
ing  acreage  reductions. 

In  June  1956,  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  stated: 

To  the  extent  farm  production  is  needlessly 
cut  back  and  restricted  In  order  to  maintain 
abnormal  prices — farmers  tend  to  destroy  or 
weaken  the  consumer  demand  and  national 
prosperity  on  which  their  own  prosperity  de¬ 
pends.  Under  present  laws,  the  huge  pileup 
of  surplus  farm  products  may  force  cuts  in 
acreage  allotments  for  the  next  year  of  more 
than  30  million  acres.  It  will  reduce  employ¬ 
ment  aU  the  way  from  laborers  in  the  cot¬ 
ton  and  wheat  fields  on  back  into  the  towns 
and  cities  that  make  and  seU  farm  ma¬ 
chinery,  fertilizer,  chemicals,  gas  and  oil,  and 
aU  the  other  supplies  and  services  that  are 
required  to  keep  farms  in  full  production. 

Further  evidence  of  our  national  loss, 
due  to  the  then  existing  policies  of  not 
producing  and  selling  these  farm  com¬ 
modities,  is  found  in  a  statement  released 
by  CARE  in  1956,  which  reads  as  follows: 

According  to  the  national  advisory  com¬ 
mittee  for  CARE,  composed  of  such  men  as 
Henry  A.  Bullis,  General  Mills’  chairman  of 
the  board;  Roy  C.  Ingersoll,  president  of 
Borg-Warner;  Ward  Melville,  Melville  Shoe 
Corp;  H.  J.  Heinz;  and  others  equally  suc¬ 
cessful;  such  policy  costs  the  United  States 
$700,000  a  day  for  storage,  deprives  American 
railroads  of  transportation  equal  to  100 
transcontinental  freight  trains  each  day  for 
a  year,  deprives  American  shipping  of  the 
equivalent  of  the  dispatch  of  10  oceangoing 
freighters  every  day  for  a  year,  not  to  men¬ 
tion  the  loss  of  labor  and  the  effect  on  agri¬ 
culture  itself,  being  cut  back  now  to  absorb 
surplus  commodities. 


While  more  recent  data  on  this  point 
is  not  available,  these  statements  give 
some  indication  of  the  potential  loss  to 
the  Nation — even  today — from  policies 
which  reduce  production  by  encouraging 
farmers  not  to  farm,  and  which  curtail 
exports  through  failure  to  remain  com¬ 
petitive  in  world  markets. 

They  clearly  demonstrate  the  need  to 
establish  and  vigorously  pursue  policies 
which  permit  American  agriculture  to 
produce  what  is  needed  at  home  and 
abroad,  and  which  let  consumers 
throughout  the  world  know  that  we  have 
commodities  available  for  export  at  com¬ 
petitive  prices. 

Such  policies  not  only  support  a 
healthy  agricultural  economy  in  the 
United  States,  but  help  to  strengthen  the 
financial  position  of  this  coimtry,  both  in 
domestic  and  international  markets. 
Fm’ther,  they  enable  this  country  to  be  a 
constant  and  dependable  supplier  of  food 
and  fiber  to  the  needy  populations  of  the 
world,  both  for  economic  and  humani¬ 
tarian  reasons. 

Holding  agricultural  production  down 
to  a  point  of  scarcity  could  be  very  dan¬ 
gerous  to  the  national  interest.  Drought, 
pestilence,  or  a  major  international 
emergency  could  cause  many  people  in 
this  coimtry  and  throughout  the  world 
to  go  hungi-y,  even  though  it  might  bring 
higher  prices  to  the  producer.  Also,  such 
a  policy  would  tend  to  encourae  foreign 
countries  to  further  increase  their  output, 
as  has  been  so  clearly  demonstrated  by 
past  reports  of  expanded  foreign  produc¬ 
tion  to  offset  U.S.  reductions. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that,  unless  produc¬ 
tion  levels  are  maintained,  additional 
farm  units  will  of  necessity  go  out  of 
production,  with  increased  unemploy¬ 
ment  problems  in  the  cities  as  more  rural 
people  move  to  town.  How  to  keep  ade¬ 
quate  reserves  to  meet  all  domestic  and 
export  needs,  plus  a  reserve  for  passible 
defense  needs,  without  depressing  market 
prices  is  one  of  the  problems  facing  the 
country  today.  It  is  the  belief  of  many 
members  of  this  committee  that  such  re¬ 
serves  should  be  insulated  from  the  mar¬ 
ket  and  charged  up  to  consumer  security. 

CHIEP  BtTLWARK  AGAINST  WORLD  HUNGER 

This  coimtry,  in  addition  to  providing 
the  most  abundant  supply  of  wholesome 
and  delicious  food  at  the  lowest  cost  ever 
known  to  the  people  of  the  United  States, 
has  fed  substantial  numbers  of  hungry 
people  throughout  the  world.  These  facts 
have  been  one  of  our  greatest  strengths 
in  meeting  domestic  needs  and  in  dealing 
with  world  problems. 

Aside  from  the  possibility  of  nuclear 
conflict,  probably  the  foremost  problem 
of  the  world  today  is  hunger.  Approxi¬ 
mately  half  of  the  world’s  3  billion  peo¬ 
ple  suffer  from  malnutrition.  In  recent 
weeks  reports  have  been  published  that 
malnutrition  exists  to  a  great  extent  in 
the  United  States,  much  of  which,  ap¬ 
parently,  does  not  come  from  lack  of 
available  foods.  The  World  Food  Con¬ 
gress  was  told  a  few  years  ago  that 
around  10,000  persons  die  every  day  from 
starvation. 

India  has  had  a  continuous  food  crisis 
through  the  years.  That  vast  subconti- 
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nent  has  a  year-round  hunger  problem; 
so  do  many  other  areas  In  the  world.  The 
present  outlook  is  that  hunger  will  grow 
more  and  more  Intense  with  the  passage 
of  time,  unless  higher  yielding  strains 
can  providb  more  adequate  food  produc¬ 
tion.  The  world’s  population  increase  is 
almost  unbelievable.  Each  year,  births 
exceed  deaths  by  almost  60  million. 

This  alarming  population  expansion 
can  be  fully  appreciated  when  it  is  real¬ 
ized  that  the  population  of  the  world, 
which  reached  the  first  billion  by  the 
year  1830,  took  only  100  years — 1830  to 
1930— to  reach  2  billion,  and  only  30 
more  years — 1930  to  1960 — to  reach  3 
billion.  Short  of  a  major  catastrophe,  it 
is  expected  to  exceed  6  billion  people  by 
the  turn  of  the  century.  The  population 
growth  in  the  United  States  has  kept 
pace  with  this  worldwide  population  ex¬ 
plosion,  increasing  from  13  million  in 
1830  to  123  million  in  1930,  179  million 
in  1960,  and  in  excess  of  200  million  to¬ 
day.  It  is  expected  to  exceed  300  million 
by  the  year  2000. 

The  failure  of  Communist  agriculture, 
a  failure  which  is  chronic  and  deep- 
seated,  has  tremendous  implications  to 
the  himdreds  of  millions  constantly 
plagued  by  hunger.  The  Commimist  in¬ 
ability  to  produce  efficiently  and  abun¬ 
dantly  is  due  in  large  part  to  a  lack  of 
adequate  and  well-directed  research,  re¬ 
source  conservation,  and  related  agricul¬ 
tural  programs,  under  a  system  which 
has  tied  the  hands  of  Soviet  agricultural 
producers. 

PUBLIC  LAW  480  PROGRAM 

Since  the  inception  of  the  Public  Law 
480  program  in  July  1954,  and  through 
December  1967,  commodities  valued  at 
nearly  $11  billion  have  been  shipped  to 
some  50  different  countries  under  title  I 
foreign  currency  sales.  In  addition,  some 
$748  million  of  commodities  have  been 
shipped  to  21  foreign  cormtries  imder 
the  title  I  long-term  credit  sales  pro¬ 
gram. 

Since  1954,  title  n  food  donations  have 
totaled  $907  million.  It  is  estimated  that 
more  than  20  million  people  in  foreign 
lands  have  received  these  gifts  of  food 
from  the  United  States.  In  addition, 
large  quantities  of  food  have  been  given 
to  needy  persons  abroad  through  such 
nonprofit  voluntary  relief  agencies  as 
CARE,  Catholic  Relief  Service,  Church 
World  Service,  UNICEF,  Lutheran 
World  Relief,  and  similar  organizations. 
Tliese  agencies  have  distributed  com¬ 
modities  worth  over  $2.1  billion  to  over 
67  million  people  in  the  various  food- 
deficient  areas  of  the  world  during  the 
past  14  years. 

Under  today’s  conditions,  however, 
with  a  desperate  need  for  additional  for¬ 
eign  exchange  from  sales  for  dollars, 
and  with  increasing  financial  pressures 
here  at  home,  expenditures  under  the 
Public  Law  480  program  can  no  longer 
be  justified  at  previous  levels.  This  is 
pai-ticularly  time  when  such  expendi¬ 
tures  are  proposed  for  the  coming  year 
at  the  expense  of  programs  needed  to 
preserve  our  own  resources. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  has  re¬ 
duced  the  Public  Law  480  appropriations 
in  the  bill  to  approximately  one-third  of 


the  1969  budget  request.  Even  with  this 
cut,  the  program  will  have  a  total  of 
nearly  $1.2  bfUion  available  next  year. 
Including  an  expected  carryover  of 
$530,257,000,  receipts  from  sales  of  for¬ 
eign  currencies  of  an  estimated  $342,- 
600,000,  and  $300  million  of  new  money 
in  this  biU. 

It  is  the  belief  of  the  committee  that, 
with  the  present  supply  situation,  this 
action  should  not  seriously  affect  1969 
operations.  However,  there  are  a  num¬ 
ber  of  factors  of  which  the  committee 
takes  note:  First,  these  commodities  are 
made  available  to  the  governments  with¬ 
out  dollar  payments  in  exchange.  They 
are  then  usually  sold  to  the  people  of 
such  country  as  any  other  commodity; 
second,  by  agreement  our  country  has 
control  over  the  use  of  the  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  in  the  recipient  country,  which 
involves  us  to  a  great  degree  in  the  in¬ 
ternal  affairs  of  such  coimtry;  third, 
the  matter  of  doUar  balances  and  for¬ 
eign  exchange  has  somewhat  reversed 
itself — now  it  is  our  Nation  which  has 
the  problems  with  an  imbalanced  budget 
and  lack  of  foreign  exchange;  fourth, 
480  sales  do  nothing  to  earn  dollars — 
one  of  our  greatest  needs — and  practi¬ 
cally  nothing  to  create  markets;  fifth, 
sales  through  normal  channels  at  com¬ 
petitive  prices  would  tend  to  buUd  up  a 
consistent  market  which  480  sales  do 
not.  Friendship  between  nations  and 
peoples  usually  foUow  mutually  benefi¬ 
cial  trade.  Present  world  conditions  seem 
to  prove  that  seldom  do  lasting  friend¬ 
ships  follow  where  one  is  the  giver,  the 
other  the  recipient,  i>articularly  where 
the  giver  requires  as  a  condition  com¬ 
mitments  as  to  the  internal  affairs  of 
the  recipient  nation. 

This  committee  believes  that  we  have 
reached  the  point  in  our  international 
affairs  where  our  primary  attention 
must  be  given  to  the  support  of  efforts 
of  the  food-deficient  countries  to  de¬ 
velop  their  own  agricultural  resources  so 
as  to  be  able  to  carry  a  larger  share  of 
the  responsibility  for  feeding  their  own 
people.  This  situation  was  well  stated 
recently  by  an  official  of  the  Indian  Gov¬ 
ernment  at  a  symposium  on  world  food 
problems  when  he  said:  “In  India,  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480  has  dulled  our  zest  for  food 
production.’’ 

AGRICULTURE - PROTECTOR  OP  OUR  HEALTH 

American  agriculture  has  made  and  is 
making  many  contributions  to  the  health 
and  well-being  of  people  in  this  and 
other  countries  of  the  world. 

American  consumers  enjoy  the  great¬ 
est  variety  and  the  finest  quality  of  food 
available  anywhere  in  the  world.  Fur¬ 
ther,  such  food  is  the  most  wholesome 
and  healthful  in  the  world.  People  in 
most  other  countries  not  only  spend 
more  of  their  income  for  food  than  we 
do — in  most  cases,  they  get  much  less 
for  their  money  in  calories  and  nutri¬ 
tional  balance.  Millions  of  people  in 
other  countries  cannot  afford  all  the  ani¬ 
mal  proteins  that  our  diet  includes.  And 
we  enjoy  fresh  vegetables  and  fruits  the 
year  round. 

To  fully  appreciate  the  value  of  this 
contribution  to  consumer  diets  and  pub¬ 
lic  health,  one  need  only  look  at  condi¬ 
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tions  in  certain  other  parts  of  the  world. 
For  example,  in  the  Middle  East,  it  is 
common  to  find  insect  larvae  in  the  fresh 
fruit  placed  on  tables  in  the  best  hotels. 
’The  average  consumer  in  America 
wouldn’t  consider  buying  rusty,  scrubby, 
pitted  fruit  offered  in  the  public  markets 
of  that  area. 

In  Pakistan,  severe  locust,  caterpillar 
and  cricket  infestations  have  ruined  and 
contaminated  crops,  with  disease  and 
starvation  the  ultimate  result.  It  is  vir¬ 
tually  Impossible  to  protect  supplies  of 
grain  in  storage  in  India  from  ravage 
and  adulteration  by  weevils,  bran  beetles, 
and  the  world’s  worst  pest  of  stored 
grain — the  khapra  beetle,  which  is  now 
a  threat  in  the  United  States. 

Stored-grain  pests  are  so  bad  in  tropi¬ 
cal  areas  of  the  world  that  the  race  to 
eat  the  grain  before  insects  devour  it 
results  in  frequent  periods  of  starvation. 
The  people  compete  with  the  pests  for 
survival.  ’Their  low  standard  of  living 
thus  becomes  understandable. 

The  distribution  of  cattle  in  Africa  is 
determined  primarily  by  the  presence  or 
absence  of  the  tsetse  fly.  ’This  is  a  major 
reason  why  an  African  child,  once 
weaned,  may  never  again  taste  milk.  'The 
cattle  tick  and  the  human  warble  or 
torsalo  fly  cause  tremendous  losses  to 
hides,  beef,  and  milk  production  in  Cen¬ 
tral  and  South  America.  Mortality 
among  calves  may  be  as  high  as  70  per¬ 
cent  in  some  of  the  most  heavily  Infested 
areas. 

’The  following  programs  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  relate  in  varying 
degrees  to  the  protection  of  human 
health  in  the  United  States : 

Meat  and  poultry  Inspection  for  whole¬ 
someness. 

Nutrition  research. 

Research  and  control  activities  to  pro¬ 
tect  foods  against  excessive  pesticides 
residue. 

Research  on  salmonella,  aflatoxlns, 
and  other  harmful  bacteria. 

Research  and  information  on  food 
preparation  to  protect  human  health, 
such  as  prevention  of  trichinosis. 

Research  and  control  or  eradication 
activities  on  animal  diseases  which  are 
transmissible  to  man — tuberculosis,  bru¬ 
cellosis,  tapeworms,  and  so  forth. 

Research  on  storage  of  food  products 
to  maintain  wholesomeness,  as  well  as 
quality. 

Monitoring  of  soil  and  water  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  there  has  been  contami¬ 
nation  which  could  be  harmful  to  per¬ 
sons  eating  food  crops  or  meat  or  milk 
from  animals  affected. 

Health  related  research  on  tobacco. 

Special  milk  program. 

School  lunch  program. 

School  breakfast  program. 

Food  stamp  program. 

Commodity  distribution  program. 

Pure  water  loans  and  grants. 

Sewer  systems  loans  and  grants. 

RESEARCH  CONTRIBUTIONS 

Agricultural  research  has  made  nu¬ 
merous  contributions  to  human  health. 
Its  impact  extends  far  beyond  our  farms 
to  people  in  all  walks  of  life.  ’The  work 
that  entomologists  did  on  chemical  com¬ 
pounds  led  to  many  advances,  including 
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an  international  effort  to  control  mos¬ 
quitoes  and  eliminate  malaria.  When 
Department  entomologists  developed  the 
aerosol  bomb,  they  had  in  mind  protect¬ 
ing  GI’s  from  insects.  Today,  the  aerosol 
is  used  to  dispense  some  270  products  to 
serve  and  protect  people  in  many  ways. 

Agricultural  research  scientists  de¬ 
veloped  commercial  methods  of  making 
penicillin.  They  also  produced  dextran,  a 
blood  plasma  substitute,  a  starch  sponge 
for  medical  and  surgical  use,  and  dis- 
coumeral,  a  blood  thinner  of  great  medi¬ 
cal  significance. 

Research  has  helped  us  not  only  to 
produce  and  market  our  abundant  sup¬ 
ply  of  food  but  also  to  make  better  use  of 
it  in  protecting  our  health.  Nutritionists 
have  learned  much  about  the  kinds  and 
amounts  of  food  necessary  for  optimum 
growth  and  health.  Through  its  research 
in  the  field  of  human  nutrition,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  is  developing 
very  significant  information  on  the 
health  aspects  of  fats  in  our  diets,  fat 
metabolism,  and  cholesterol  in  the  blood. 
These  studies  benefit  millions  of  people 
daily  all  over  the  world. 

Animal  scientists  have  improved  the 
quality  and  efBciency  of  our  livestock 
and  poultry  and  veterinarians  have  pro¬ 
tected  their  health,  and  in  turn  hmnan 
health.  Entomologists  have  developed 
new  approaches  to  pest  control.  In¬ 
creased  research  attention  is  being  given 
to  contamination  of  food  products  by 
salmonella  and  other  food  poisoning 
bacteria. 

According  to  U.S.  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  experts,  we  presently  face  10,000 
destructive  insect  species  in  the  United 
States.  And  there  are  approximately 
50,000  diseases  of  economic  importance 
to  man’s  food  supply.  Also,  the  possibility 
of  invasion  by  unfamiliar  pests  and  dis¬ 
eases  from  abroad  is  greater  today  than 
ever  before  with  the  acceleration  in  in¬ 
ternational  travel  as  weU  as  the  more 
rapid  transportation  of  animals  and 
freight.  Furthermore,  increasing  concen¬ 
trations  of  livestock  and  crops  intensify 
the  danger  that  invaders  will  spread 
quickly — almost  explosively,  if  not  prop¬ 
erly  controlled. 

DISEASE  AND  PEST  CONTROL 

Nationwide  disease  control  and  eradi¬ 
cation  programs  for  agriculture  are  con¬ 
ducted  in  cooperation  with  State  and 
local  agencies.  Laws  and  regulations  are 
administered  to  prevent  the  spread  of 
diseases  through  interstate  shipments  of 
livestock,  poultry,  and  other  products. 

Through  a  system  of  port  inspection 
and  quarantines,  activities  are  conducted 
to  prevent  the  introduction  into  this 
country  of  insect  pests  and  animal  dis¬ 
eases  of  foreign  origin.  Deteiminations 
are  made  regarding  the  freedom  from 
diseases  of  animals,  poultry,  animal  prod¬ 
ucts,  food  products,  and  related  materials 
presented  for  importation  from  foreign 
countries. 

In  this  connection,  the  committee  no¬ 
tices  the  recent  change  of  policy  an¬ 
nounced  on  a  trial  basis  for  handling  the 
inspection  of  incoming  passengers  from 
abroad.  While  this  proposal  may  be  de¬ 
sirable  to  attract  more  visitors,  any  les¬ 
sening  of  vigilance  at  our  borders  could 
be  very  costly  to  the  health  and  food 


supply  of  this  Nation.  Only  highly 
trained  and  well  qualified  inspectors  can 
be  effective  representatives  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  aU  the 
other  agencies  involved. 

Intensive  campaigns  are  being  carried 
on  through  the  Nation  to  control  and 
eventually  eradicate  brucellosis,  bovine 
tuberculosis,  and  other  diseases  of  ani¬ 
mals  which  are  also  a  threat  to  human 
health.  Such  efforts  are  gradually  reduc¬ 
ing  the  extent  of  the  infection.  In  the 
case  of  brucellosis,  for  example,  82  per¬ 
cent  of  the  Nation  has  now  achieved  a 
modified  disease-free  status. 

POOD  DISTRIBUTION  PROGRAMS 

The  special  milk,  school  lunch,  food 
stamp,  and  other  food  distribution  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
play  a  significant  part  in  the  health  and 
welfare  of  the  Nation’s  consumers  of  all 
ages. 

The  special  milk  program  is  aimed  pri¬ 
marily  at  increasing  the  consumption  of 
fluid  milk  by  children.  AU  nonprofit 
schools  of  high  school  grade  and  under, 
all  nonprofit  summer  camps  and  chUd- 
care  institutions  devoted  to  the  care  and 
training  of  childi’en,  are  eligible.  In  1967, 
milk  consumed  under  the  program,  based 
on  the  3,027.2  milUon  half  pints  reim¬ 
bursed,  was  more  than  six  times  the 
quantity  in  1955 — the  first  year  of  the 
program.  The  volume  amounted  to  more 
than  2^4  percent  of  the  total  nonfarm 
consumption  of  fluid  milk.  This  was  in 
addition  to  milk  served  through  the  reg¬ 
ular  school  lunch  program  lunches. 

The  school  lunch  program  improves 
the  health  and  well-being  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  chUdren  by  providing  them  a  well- 
balanced  nutritious  limch  at  school 
which  helps  to  supply  the  kind  and 
amoimt  of  foods  children  need,  and  by 
developing  proper  and  nutritionally 
beneficial  food  habits  which  will  con¬ 
tinue  in  later  life.  Experience  indicates 
that  children  who  get  Itmch  under  this 
program,  compared  with  those  who  do 
not,  show  more  rapid  gain  in  weight  and 
height,  better  attendance  records,  im¬ 
provement  in  scholastic  standing,  better 
behavior,  and  higher  resistance  to  colds 
and  other  illnesses.  The  school  lunch 
program  furnished  over  3.1  billion  com¬ 
plete  lunches  to  over  36  percent  of  the 
Nation’s  50,503,016  schoolchildren  in  the 
fiscal  year  1967. 

The  food  stamp  program  helps  to  im¬ 
prove  the  diets  of  low-income  families 
by  issuing  food  coupons  of  higher  mone¬ 
tary  value  than  the  cash  paid  by  the 
recipients.  The  cash  requirement — repre¬ 
senting  the  family’s  normal  food  ex¬ 
penditure — and  the  bonus  supplement 
are  both  based  on  family  size  and  in¬ 
come.  The  coupons  may  be  used  to 
purchase  wholesome  and  domestically 
produced  food  items  at  any  approved  re¬ 
tail  outlet.  At  the  beginning  of  fiscal  year 
1967,  1.2  million  participants  in  324 
areas — counties,  cities,  or  welfare  dis¬ 
tricts — in  40  States  and  the  District  of 
Columbia  were  receiving  the  benefits  of 
the  food  stamp  program.  During  the 
year,  the  program  was  progressively  ex¬ 
panded  to  reach  a  total  of  1.8  million 
persons  in  838  areas  in  41  States  and  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

Under  the  direct  distribution  program. 


over  705  million  pounds  of  commodities 
were  donated  to  needy  families  in  some 
1,369  areas — coimties,  cities,  and  Indian 
agencies — in  1967.  In  addition,  over  21.4 
million  children  in  schools,  another  1.4 
million  attending  nonprofit  summer 
camps  for  children,  and  an  additional 
1.3  million  needy  persons  in  eligible  in¬ 
stitutions,  received  donated  foods  worth 
$145.6  million  in  fiscal  year  1967.  Also, 
over  116,000  pounds  of  donated  foods 
were  consumed  by  16,955  needy  persons 
affected  by  11  different  disasters. 

INSPECTION  OF  FOOD  AND  FOOD  PRODUCTS 

Additional  programs  wliich  are  con¬ 
ducted  to  protect  the  health  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  consumers  are  those  which  pro¬ 
vide  for  licensed  inspection  of  various 
agricultural  products  for  quality,  whole¬ 
someness,  and  freedom  from  disease  and 
other  contamination.  These  activities  in¬ 
clude  inspection  of  meat,  poultry,  and 
products  prepared  therefrom.  They  also 
include  the  inspection  of  dairy  products, 
fresh  and  processed  fruits  and  vege¬ 
tables,  grain,  and  certain  other  products. 

Meat  inspection  is  performed  to  assure 
that  all  meat  and  meat  products  pro¬ 
duced  in  plants  shipping  in  interstate 
and  foreign  commerce  are  wholesome, 
and  that  foreign  establishments  produc¬ 
ing  meat  products  for  export  to  the 
United  States  meet  Federal  standards  for 
sanitation  and  wholesomeness  of  prod¬ 
uct.  In  1967,  inspection  was  performed 
in  1,973  establishments,  located  in  820 
cities  and  towns.  A  total  of  112.9  million 
animals  were  Inspected  prior  to  slaugh¬ 
ter  and  a  similar  number  of  carcasses 
were  Inspected  on  the  slaughtering 
floors.  Supervision  and  inspection  were 
also  supplied  for  the  processing  of  over 
20  billion  poimds  of  meat  products.  The 
enactment  of  the  Wholesome  Meat  Act 
during  the  last  session  of  Congress 
placed  a  large  additional  responsibility 
on  the  Department  for  the  Inspection 
standards  of  intrastate  meat  plants. 

Poultry  inspection  is  designed  to  assure 
that  all  poultry  and  poultry  products 
produced  in  plants  shipping  in  interstate 
and  foreign  commerce  are  wholesome.  In 
1967,  some  10.9  million  pounds  of  chick¬ 
ens  and  turkeys  were  inspected,  involving 
over  2.6  million  birds.  This  inspection 
was  provided  on  1,482  processing  lines  in 
905  poiUtry  slaughtering  plants. 

The  other  inspection,  grading,  class¬ 
ing,  and  standardization  services  are 
conducted  to  develop  standards  of  quality 
and  condition  for  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  and  to  use  them  in  providing  an  im¬ 
partial  inspection,  classing  and  grading 
service:  and  to  participate  in  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  international  food  standards. 

AGRICULTURE - CARETAKER  OF  OUR  FUTURE 

Since  three-fourths  of  our  land  area  is 
in  private  ownership  and  60  percent  is  in 
farms  and  ranches,  our  farmers  and 
ranchers  are  the  principal  managers  of 
the  Nation’s  soil  and  water  resources  for 
all  the  people.  How  our  farmers  and 
ranchers  manage  the  lands  under  their 
stewardship  for  the  benefit  of  all  of 
determines  whether  we  shall  have  soil 
conservation  or  soil  erosion,  whether  we 
shall  have  the  right  quality  and  quantity 
of  water,  or  poor  water  and  not  enough 
of  it,  not  only  for  agriculture  but  for  the 
cities  and  industry. 
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If  this  Nation  is  to  survive  and  prosper, 
we  must  continue  to  provide  adequate 
financial  support  for  our  conservation 
programs  designed  to  assist  these  cus¬ 
todians  of  our  natural  resources  to  re¬ 
forest  our  lands,  protect  our  watersheds, 
harness  our  streams  for  electricity,  re¬ 
claim  om  lands  through  soil  conserva¬ 
tion,  develop  our  sources  of  water,  and 
carry  on  those  things  which  build  up  the 
potential  economic  strength  of  this 
Nation. 

If  we  leave  to  future  generations  a 
fertile  land,  with  timber  restored,  with 
soil  erosion  stopped,  and  with  water  re¬ 
sources  developed,  this  country  will  be 
able  to  meet  its  future  domestic  prob¬ 
lems,  international  threats,  and  financial 
needs.  If  we  neglect  these  basic  respon¬ 
sibilities,  we  will  leave  future  generations 
nothing  to  look  forward  to  or  to  build  on. 
Money  alone  is  of  no  value.  It  must  be 
supported  by  a  sound  economy  based  on 
natural  resources  to  generate  new  wealth 
for  future  generations. 

As  individuals,  we  all  can  live  like 
kings  and  queens  for  a  short  time  if  we 
cash  in  all  our  insurance,  use  all  our 
savings,  mortgage  our  homes,  and  sell 
our  other  assets.  As  a  nation,  we  can  do 
the  same  if  we  are  willing  to  “cash  in” 
on  our  land,  leaving  to  our  children  what 
Is  left — like  previous  generations  have 
done  in  India,  China,  and  the  rest  of  the 
world  we  help  to  feed  and  clothe  today. 

We  may  draw  against  our  silver  re¬ 
serves  by  substituting  copper  in  our  coins. 
Or  we  may  sell  mortgages  held  by  the 
Federal  Government.  But  if  we  overdraw 
on  our  soil  and  deplete  our  forests,  eVery 
future  generation  from  now  on  will  suf¬ 
fer  from  the  lack  of  responsibile  custo¬ 
dianship  of  the  resources  placed  in  the 
care  of  the  present  generation. 

man’s  waste  of  his  natural  resources 

Perhaps  the  greatest  single  fault  of 
mankind  through  the  armals  of  re¬ 
corded  history  has  been  his  failui'e  to 
preserve  and  protect  the  natural  re¬ 
sources  which  provided  him  with  his 
basic  necessities  of  life — food,  clothing, 
and  shelter.  History  Indicates  that  each 
civilization  developed  by  mankind 
through  the  course  of  the  centuries,  re¬ 
gardless  of  the  degree  of  sophistication 
and  advancement  attained,  has  disap¬ 
peared  from  the  earth  because  of  man’s 
abuse  of  the  soil,  water,  forests,  and 
other  basic  resources  passed  on  to  him 
for  his  use  and  custodianship. 

One  of  the  most  serious  questions  fac¬ 
ing  our  highly  developed  civilization  of 
the  20th  century  is  whether  or  not, 
through  more  intelligent  use  of  our  nat¬ 
ural  resources,  and  through  more  ad¬ 
vanced  agricultural  technology,  we  can 
meet  the  ever-increasing  demands  of 
rapidly  expanding  populations  for  food 
clothing,  and  shelter. 

A  review  of  the  earlier  civilizations 
of  the  wornout  and  food-deficient  areas 
of  the  world  indicates  what  has  resulted 
from  the  failure  of  man  through  the  ages 
to  apply  an  adequate  portion  of  his 
wealth  to  the  protection  of  the  soil,  the 
forests,  the  rivers  and  lakes,  and  other 
resources  as  he  used  them  to  feed  and 
clothe  himself. 

For  example,  in  3500  B.C.  the  valleys 
of  the  Tigris  and  Euphrates  Rivers  sup¬ 


ported  a  large  and  prosperous  civiliza¬ 
tion.  By  the  year  2000  B.C.,  great  irriga¬ 
tion  developments  had  turned  this  part 
of  the  Middle  East  into  the  granary  of 
the  great  Babylonian  Empire.  Today, 
however,  less  than  20  percent  of  this  area 
is  cultivated  because,  as  they  became 
urbanized,  the  people  of  that  civilization 
failed  to  continue  to  preserve  the  produc¬ 
tive  capacity  of  the  land.  According  to 
LaMont  C.  Cole  of  Cornell  University: 

Tlie  landscape  Is  dotted  with  mounds,  the 
remains  of  forgotten  towns;  the  ancient  Irri¬ 
gation  works  are  filled  with  silt,  the  end 
product  of  soil  erosion;  and  the  ancient  sea¬ 
port  of  Ur  is  now  150  miles  from  the  sea,  its 
buildings  buried  under  as  much  as  35 -feet 
of  silt. 

Extensive  irrigation  systems  were 
established  in  the  Valley  of  the  Nile  be¬ 
fore  2000  B.C.  to  create  a  granary  for 
the  Roman  Empire.  This  land,  which  was 
made  fertile  by  the  annual  overflowing 
of  the  Nile,  continued  to  be  productive 
for  many  centuries.  However,  in  recent 
years,  as  the  result  of  more  intensive  use 
of  the  land  and  inadequate  attention  to 
conservation  measures,  the  soils  have  de¬ 
teriorated  and  salinization  has  decreased 
the  productivity  in  the  yalley  to  the  point 
where  this  area  is  now  largely  dependent 
on  food  shipments  from  other  parts  of 
the  world  to  feed  its  people. 

Ancient  Greece  had  forested  hills, 
ample  water  supplies,  and  productive 
soil.  In  parts  of  this  area  today,  the  old 
erosion-proof  Roman  roads  stand  several 
feet  above  a  barren  desert.  Ancient  irri¬ 
gation  systems  in  many  parts  of  China 
and  India  are  abandoned  today  and 
filled  with  silt.  Most  of  India’s  present 
land  problems  are  due  to  excessive  de¬ 
forestation,  erosion  and  slltation  made 
necessary  by  tremendous  population 
growth  during  the  past  two  centuries. 

The  highly  developed  civilizations  of 
ancient  Guatemala  and  Yucatan  are 
merely  history  today.  Archeologists  be¬ 
lieve  that  they  exploited  their  land  as  In¬ 
tensively  as  possible  until  its  fertility 
was  gone  and  their  prosperous  civiliza¬ 
tions  vanished. 

The  city-states  throughout  history 
have  failed  to  realize  that  the  cost  of  food, 
clothing,  and  shelter  is  going  to  be  paid, 
either  by  the  consumer  or  by  the  land 
from  which  it  comes.  They  have  ignored 
the  fact  that  soil  cannot  be  cultivated 
year  after  year  unless  as  much  fertility 
is  put  back  each  year  as  is  taken  out. 

WASTE  OP  MATERIAL  RESOURCES  IN  THE  UNITED 
STATES 

The  United  States  is  still  a  young  coun¬ 
try  in  relation  to  the  ancient  civilizations 
referred  to  above.  During  our  short  his¬ 
tory,  however,  we  have  used  up  and  de¬ 
stroyed  vast  amounts  of  the  plentiful 
supply  of  natural  resources  which  were 
here  when  the  Pilgrims  landed  at  Plym¬ 
outh  Rock.  The  continuation  of  such 
abuse  could  eventually  reduce  this  coun¬ 
try  to  a  barren  wasteland  with  the  low 
standard  of  living  found  in  much  of  Asia 
and  the  Middle  East. 

This  country  had  8,000  billion  board 
feet  of  timber  about  150  years  ago.  To¬ 
day  we  have  around  1,600  billion  board 
feet  left — only  20  percent  of  the  original 
stand.  This  terrible  waste  of  timber  re¬ 
sources  points  up  the  extent  to  which  our 
highly  competitive  economy  can  deplete 
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a  national  asset  In  the  generation  of  new  \ 
wealth.  It  points  up  the  need  for  con-  1 
tinning  and  expanding  conservation  ef-  ^ 
forts  on  a  national  basis. 

Only  175  years  ago  we  had  500  mil-  ! 
lion  acres  of  fertile  soil  in  this  Nation.  j 

We  have  already  wasted  200  million  i 

acres — 40  percent — and  another  100  mil-  ^ 

lion  acres — 20  percent — is  washing  away 
today.  It  has  been  estimated  that  an  av¬ 
erage  of  40  acres  of  top  soil  flows  down  ; 
the  Mississippi  River  each  day  of  the  ' 
year.  Also,  estimates  are  that  more  than  ; 
1  million  acres  of  arable  land  are  lost  to  ‘ 
residential  areas,  highways,  and  other 
urban  developments  each  year. 

We  in  the  United  States  have  depleted 
our  forests,  our  soil  fertility,  and  our  ( 
sources  of  water  and  other  natural  re¬ 
sources  to  support  large  public  expendi- 
tm-es  both  at  home  and  abroad.  The 
pressures  of  the  population  explosion 
here  in  this  country  and  elsewhere  in  the 
world  have  put  a  heavy  strain  on  U.S. 
productive  capacity.  The  tremendous 
costs  of  national  defense  at  home  and 
military  assistance  in  other  parts  of  the 
world  have  been  financed  at  the  expense 
of  our  basic  resources. 

WE  AID  FOREIGN  COUNTRIES 

In  addition,  we  have  expended  billions 
of  dollars  since  World  War  H  in  assist¬ 
ing  other  countries  throughout  the  world 
to  rebuild  their  natural  resources 
through  soil  and  water  conservation  pro¬ 
grams,  flood  control  and  power  projects, 
irrigation,  reclamation,  and  other  con¬ 
servation  practices.  At  the  same  time,  we 
have  done  less  conservation  work  in  this 
country  than  is  actually  needed  and  can 
be  fully  justified. 

Information  received  from  the  Agency 
for  International  Development — AID — 
indicates  that  between  $50  and  $60  mil¬ 
lion  has  been  spent  in  foreign  countries 
in  recent  years  for  foreign  assistance 
programs  in  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  natural  resources,  including  wa¬ 
tershed  management,  land  and  water  re¬ 
sources  inventories,  and  soil  and  water 
conservation.  In  addition,  data  previ¬ 
ously  carried  in  hearings  of  the  Public 
Works  Subcommittee  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  show  that  in 
excess  of  $2  billion  have  been  spent  by 
AID  and  predecessor  agencies  since  1954 
for  projects  identifiable  with  irrigation, 
reclamation — including  flood  control — 
and  power  development,  as  follows: 

[Millions  of  dollars) 


Develop- 

Region  Total  ment  Other 

loans 


Total,  all  projects . 

$2, 005.  0 

Jl,  523. 9 

S481. 1 

Near  East  and  South  Asia . . 

1,171.4 

980.4 

191.0 

Latin  America  . . . . . 

197.3 

182,9 

14.4 

Far  East . 

421.6 

198.4 

223.2 

Africa . . . 

157.2 

122.5 

34.7 

Europe . . . . 

57.6 

39.8 

17.8 

AID,  fiscalyears  1962-66. 

948.4 

888.7 

59.7 

Near  East  and  South  Asia . 

607.4 

573.1 

34.3 

Latin  America . . 

175.6 

173.4 

2.2 

Far  East . . . 

103.0 

92.6 

10.4 

Africa _ _ _ _ 

62.4 

49.6 

12.8 

Predecessor  agencies.... 

1, 056. 6 

635.2 

421.4 

Near  East  and  South  Asia _ 

564.0 

407.3 

156.7 

Latin  America _ _ _ _ 

21.7 

9.5 

12.2 

Far  East.. . . . 

318.6 

105.8 

212.8 

Africa _ _ _  . 

94.8 

72.9 

21.9 

Europe . . . 

57.5 

39.8 

17.7 
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SOIL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 

Remarkable  progress  has  been  made  in 
soil  and  water  conservation  in  the  United 
States  in  the  last  25  years.  As  of  June  30, 
1967,  there  were  2,121,248  district  co- 
operators  engaged  in  Soil  Conservation 
Service  planning  and  installation  pro¬ 
grams.  This  number  includes  a  backlog 
of  about  464,000  cooperators,  owning  or 
operating  some  173  million  acres,  who 
have  not  as  yet  been  assisted  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  conseiwation  plans  for  their 
land. 

The  major  part  of  the  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  job  still  lies  ahead,  however.  The 
United  States  continues  to  suffer  heavy 
soil  erosion  losses.  Some  120  million  acres 
are  endan^red  seriously,  and  only  about 
a  third  of  our  land  is  safeguarded  ade¬ 
quately.  More  than  half  the  estimated 
$1.2  billion  average  annual  flood  water 
and  sediment  damage  in  the  United 
States  occurs  on  the  headwater  streams 
and  small  tributaries.  And  sediment 
causes  costly  damage  to  the  Nation’s 
10,000  major  water  storage  reservoirs. 
The  amount  of  erosion-produced  sedi¬ 
ment  dredged  annually  from  our  rivers 
and  harbors  exceeds  the  volume  of  earth 
dug  for  the  Panama  Canal. 

Increased  farm  production  resulting 
from  tremendous  advances  in  science  and 
technology  tends  to  obscure  the  fact  that, 
to  meet  food  and  fiber  needs  of  a  few 
years  hence,  this  country  will  need  the 
production  equivalent  of  around  200  mil¬ 
lion  more  acres,  based  on  current  yields. 
Since  we  do  not  have  additional  acres  of 
cropland  available  in  the  United  States, 
this  production  must  come  largely  from 
Increased  yields  on  existing  cropland. 
This  is  in  the  face  of  continuing  annual 
losses  of  some  400,000  acres  of  cropland 
because  of  erosion,  and  three  times  that 
amount  each  year  through  conversion  of 
good  farming  land  to  urban  and  indus¬ 
trial  uses. 

Nearly  one-fourth  of  the  people  of  the 
Nation  face  problems  of  water  shortage, 
poor  water,  or  both.  The  rate  of  water 
use  predicted  for  1980  is  nearly  twice 
what  it  was  in  1955.  In  some  areas  of 
this  country  we  are  already  finding  that 
expansion  of  population  and  industry  is 
limited  by  the  lack  of  adequate  sources 
of  water. 

During  our  budget  hearings  on  the  1969 
budget  this  year,  the  Administrator  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service  outlined 
the  future  needs  for  resource  conserva¬ 
tion  in  the  following  words — pages  150- 
151,  part  I: 

In  its  report  “Resources  in  Action,  Agricul¬ 
ture/2000”  issued,  in  1967,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  pointed  up  the  dimensions  of  the 
requirements  on  land  and  water  resources 
which  underscore  the  urgency  of  conserva¬ 
tion  action.  By  then  we  expect  to  see:  food 
needs  almost  doubled;  wood  product  needs 
about  doubled:  water  needs  for  municipal 
use  doubled;  for  manufacturing  use,  quad¬ 
rupled;  outdoor  recreational  land  require¬ 
ments  more  than  doubled;  irrigation  with¬ 
drawals  of  water  up  50  percent;  twice  as 
much  land  used  for  homes,  schools,  factories, 
and  other  urban  purposes;  8  million  more 
acres  of  land  used  for  reservoirs;  5  million 
more  acres  of  land  used  for  wildlife  refuges; 
and  4  million  more  acres  of  land  used  for 
transportatloru 


AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

Through  the  years,  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  has  been  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government’s  principal  economic 
stimulus  to  farmers  and  ranchers  to  vol¬ 
untarily  'apply  needed  conservation 
measures.  It  is  used  in  all  agricultural 
coimties  in  the  50  States,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands.  Conservation 
practices  were  carried  out  under  this 
program  in  1967  on  about  1  milhon 
farms  and  ranches,  covering  nearly  400 
million  acres. 

This  program  has  served  the  Nation 
well  for  a  quarter  of  a  century.  It  has 
helped  to  meet  the  public  responsibility 
for  protecting  and  conserving  the  soil, 
water  and  woodland  resources  of  the  Na¬ 
tion.  The  accomplishments  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  have  been  significant.  During  the 
30  years  from  1936  to  1966,  stripcropping 
has  been  established  on  over  112  million 
acres  of  cropland,  and  nearly  30  million 
acres  have  been  terraced.  Over  1.9  mil¬ 
lion  storage  dams  and  reservoirs  of  vari¬ 
ous  types  and  sizes  have  been  built,  and 
over  53  million  acres  have  been  protected 
through  erosion  control  and  water  con¬ 
servation. 

During  this  period,  this  program  has 
stimulated  twice  as  much  economic  ac¬ 
tivity  as  the  amoimt  of  Federal  funds 
spent,  since  the  farmer  puts  up  about 
half  the  cost  of  the  practices,  plus  his 
labor.  The  per  capita  armual  cost  is  about 
$1.40.  The  per  farm  cost  is  aroimd  $200 
and  the  investment  per  acre  of  farmland 
is  around  55  cents. 

During  our  hearings  this  year  on  the 
1969  budget,  the  Administrator  of  the 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service  made  the  following  signifi¬ 
cant  statement  concerning  this  pro¬ 
gram — page  204,  part  III: 

Farmers’  requests  under  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  each  year  for  the  past 
several  years  have  been  more  than  three 
times  the  available  funds  that  we  had  for 
cost  sharing.  We  know  from  past  history 
that  the  conservation  work  was  not  being 
accomplished  before  we  began  the  cost-shar¬ 
ing  method  that  really  started  in  1936.  We 
also  know  from  past  history  of  other  nations 
throughout  the  world  that  conservation  of 
the  land  as  such  was  never  accomplished  or 
never  undertaken  or  never  adequately  ac¬ 
complished.  We  somehow  or  other  came 
forth.  Congress  in  its  wisdom  came  forth,  in 


1936  with  an  incentive  concept  which  pro¬ 
vided  to  farmers  a  means  of  accomplishing 
conservation.  Congress  in  eifect  said  it  is  in 
the  public  Interest  that  we  keep  this  soil  of 
ours  productive  and  that  we  keep  the  land 
that  is  being  farmed  in  a  productive  state. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION  AND  FLOOD  PREVENTION 

Flood  prevention  work  on  the  11  orig¬ 
inal  watersheds  was  initiated  by  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1944.  Work  has 
been  in  process  imder  the  supervision  of 
the  Department  since  that  time.  This 
committee  has  frequently  provided  more 
funds  than  requested  for  this  purpose 
and  has  consistently  urged  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  speed  up  construction  to  prevent 
continued  loss  of  soil  and  water  and  to 
save  money  in  view  of  steadily  increasing 
construction  costs. 

Recognizing  the  value  of  this  upstream 
watershed  approach  to  our  conservation 
efforts,  and  realizing  the  need  for  such 
work  throughout  the  entire  United 
States,  the  committee  initiated  the 
watershed  protection  program  in  1954  by 
adding  $5  million  not  requested  in  the 
budget  to  initiate  conservation  work  on 
about  60  pilot  demonstration  projects  in 
various  areas  of  the  country.  This  pro- 
‘gram  was  so  well  received  and  proved  so 
successful  that  Public  Law  566  was 
adopted  the  following  year  to  establish 
a  permanent  upstream  watershed  pro¬ 
gram  on  a  nationwide  basis. 

Since  that  time,  there  has  been  a  tre¬ 
mendous  growth  in  local' demand  for 
planning  and  construction  assistance 
under  the  Public  Law  566  watershed  pro¬ 
tection  program.  As  of  June  30,  1967, 
the  number  of  applications  for  planning 
received  from  local  organizations  totaled 
2,653.  These  applications  covered  194,- 
069,500  acres  in  49  States  and  Puerto 
Rico.  As  of  June  30,  1967,  a  total  of  1,311 
applications  has  been  approved  for  plan¬ 
ning  since  the  inception  of  the  program, 
and  1,017  remained  to  be  planned.  The 
rest  have  been  canceled  or  completed.  A 
total  of  817  projects  were  approved  for 
construction  as  of  Jvme  30,  1967,  with 
658  projects  still  uncompleted. 

RESTORATION  OF  CXINSERVATION  FUNDS 

A  comparison  of  the  1968  appropria¬ 
tions  and  1969  budget  estimates  for  the 
soil  conservation  programs  of  the  De¬ 
partment  follows: 


1968  1969  Increase  (+)  or 

decrease  (— ) 


Soil  Conservation  Service: 

Conservation  operations . . . 

Watershed  planning _ 

Watershed  protection _ _ _ 

Flood  prevention . . . . . . 

Great  Plains  conservation  program _ 

Resource  conservation  and  development. 


$113, 500, 000 
6, 000,  000 
70, 403,  OOO 
25, 753,  000 
16, 336,  000 
6, 129,  000 


$116, 313, 000 
6, 224, 000 
42, 148, 000 
12,  395,  000 
13, 414, 000 
6, 474,  000 


+$2, 813,  000 
+224, 000 
-28, 255, 000 
-13,358, 000 
-2,  922,  000 
+345, 000 


Total,  SCS . . . . — .  238,121,000  196,968,000  -41,153,000 


Agricultural  conservation  program: 

Program  authorization _  220,000,000  100,000,000  —120,000,000 

Liquidating  appropriation _  220,000,000  195,500,000  —24,500,000 


A  majority  of  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  are  opposed  to  the  proposed  re¬ 
ductions  in  the  various  conservation  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Department.  The  large 
number  of  communications  received 


from  Members  of  Congress  on  both  sides 
of  the  Capitol,  as  well  as  many  non-Gov- 
emment  Individuals  and  organizations, 
would  indicate  that  this  position  has  wide 
support  throughout  the  Nation. 
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Accordingly,  the  committee  has  pro¬ 
vided  fimds  to  continue  these  conserva¬ 
tion  programs  at  or  close  to  the  operating 
levels  approved  by  Congres  for  fiscal  year 
1968.  These  restorations  are  based  on  the 
committee’s  belief  that  we  must  continue 
our  nationwide  conservation  efforts  to 
avoid  the  fate  of  the  countries  of  Asia 
and  Africa  which  are  dependent  on  the 
United  States  for  a  major  portion  of 
their  food  supplies.  The  committee  has 
reduced  fimds  requested  in  the  1969 
budget  for  sales  for  foreign  currencies 
and  donations  under  Public  Law  480  by 
over  $618  million — nearly  four  times  as 
much  as  the  amount  restored  for  the 
preservation  of  the  natural  resources  of 
our  own  Nation. 

Work  on  the  11  major  watersheds  un¬ 
der  the  flood  prevention  appropriation 
is  far  behind  a  satisfactory  and  economi¬ 
cal  rate  of  progress.  When  these  projects 
were  authorized  in  1944,  it  was  estimated 
that  they  would  take  about  15  years  to 
complete.  In  1968,  some  24  years  later, 
the  work  on  these  projects  is  only  55  per¬ 
cent  complete  on  the  average.  The  pro¬ 
posed  1969  rate  of  obligation  would  ex¬ 
tend  the  completion  date  even  farther 
into  the  future.  On  this  basis,  the  date  of 
completion  for  one  of  the  major  water¬ 
sheds  would  be  1989 — 21  years  in  the  fu¬ 
ture.  At  the  1967  level  of  operation,  this 
project  could  be  completed  9  years  ear¬ 
lier.  With  ever-advancing  construction 
costs,  earlier  completion  would  be  a  sub¬ 
stantial  saving  to  the  taxpayers. 

The  figures  presented  for  the  Public 
Law  566  watershed  protection  program 
show  that  by  June  30,  1968  there  will  be 
an  estimated  1,077  projects  awaiting 
planning  and  693  projects  still  under  con- 
stniction.  Testimony  presented  to  the 
committee  indicates  that  the  local  spon¬ 
sors  of  these  projects  are  anxious  to  move 
ahead  at  a  much  faster  rate.  In  some 
cases,  delays  In  obtaining  local  ease¬ 
ments  and  funds  have  been  overcome 
and  the  local  organizations  are  fully 
equipped  to  proceed.  In  other  cases,  proj¬ 
ect  sponsors  have  already  assumed  finan¬ 
cial  obligations  to  provide  such  ease¬ 
ments  and  funds,  only  to  find  that  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  are  being  withheld,  despite 
Government  assurances  that  their  proj¬ 
ects  would  proceed  at  a  normal  rate. 

Data  included  by  the  Department  on 
pages  174-177  of  part  I  of  our  1969  hear¬ 
ings  show  that  a  total  of  66  local  spon¬ 
sors  have  obligated  themselves  finan¬ 
cially  and  are  ready  to  meet  their  share 
of  resources  needed  to  proceed  with 
those  projects.  Tables  on  pages  178-184 
of  these  same  hearings  list  an  additional 
223  projects  agreements  which  will  be 
ready  for  signature  by  June  30,  1968, 
even  though  funds  made  available  by 
the  executive  branch  for  1968  are  inade¬ 
quate  to  proceed  with  such  projects.  The 
appropriations  proposed  for  this  program 
In  the  1969  budget  are  even  more  re¬ 
strictive. 

These  executive  branch  actions  are  not 
only  incompatible  with  the  best  interest 
of  this  Nation,  but  they  are  inconsistent 
with  the  statements  and  pronouncements 
of  the  leaders  of  that  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  In  a  speech  to  the  natural  re¬ 
sources  committees  of  the  U.S.  Chamber 
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of  Commerce  on  February  2,  1968,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  stated; 

It  iB  no  secret  that  we  are  facing  an  en¬ 
vironmental  crisis.  It  affects  every  one  of  the 
basic  elements  of  the  biosphere — air,  earth 
and  water,  and  every  one  of  us. 

In  this  same  speech  he  stated: 

That  brings  us  to  the  oldest  of  all  water 
pollutants — one  that  was  around  long  before 
man  came  on  the  scene — silt  and  sediment. 
The  cost  of  sediment  in  our  reservoirs  alone 
is  $100  million  a  year.  Sediment  ruins  recre¬ 
ational  lakes,  kills  fish,  costs  millions  in  taxes 
for  dredging  and  filtering,  and  carries  other 
pollutants  into  the  water.  Total  yearly  silt 
pollution  damage  is  in  excess  of  $346  million. 

He  also  made  the  following  significant 
statement: 

Soil  is  going  to  wind  up  somewhere.  It’s  a 
solid  part  of  our  environment.  That  leads  me 
to  a  rhetorical  question:  Is  it  better,  through 
erosion  control  measures,  to  pay  a  little  bit 
to  keep  useful  soil  on  the  land — or  is  it  better 
to  j>ay  a  great  deal  more  at  the  other  end  of 
the  line,  and  dredge  that  soil  out  of  some 
river  or  reservoir?  The  comparative  costs  are 
1  to  20.  That  is,  it  averages  20  times  as 
much  to  dredge  sediment  out  of  water,  as  it 
would  have  cost  to  keep  it  as  soil  on  the  land, 
leaving  aside  the  productive  loss  to  the  farmer 
from  his  lost  topsoil. 

At  his  Second  Annual  Farm  Policy  and 
Rural  Life  Conference  on  March  25,  1968, 
the  President  is  reported  to  have  made 
the  following  significant  statement: 

So  many  times  when  I  have  read  these  re¬ 
ports  on  our  cities,  and  I  have  seen  the 
wreckage  on  the  television  film  at  night  of 
our  towns  burning,  I  have  just  wondered  if 
we  could  have  just  spent  a  small  proportion 
of  the  money  that  we’re  going  to  have  to 
spend  now  in  those  cities,  in  helping  to  keep 
the  people  where  they  could  live  on  the  farm, 
how  much  better  it  would  be. 

Today  we  have  many  things  to  worry 
us — ^but  one  of  the  major  things  is  that 
we  do  have  a  dollar  imbalance  situa¬ 
tion  in  our  international  trade.  When  we 
study  agriculture,  we  can  see  that  agri¬ 
culture  has  earned  about  $6.8  billion  of 
our  mcome  in  foreign  dollars,  which  is 
about  60  percent  of  the  dollars  that  we 
have  to  maintain  our  dollar  balance.  So 
we  do  not  want  to  cut  the  programs  that 
maintain  our  land  and  our  ability  to  pro¬ 
duce,  so  we  can  look  out  for  ourselves, 
now,  and  in  future  years. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 


Mr.  LATTA.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
snelding,  and  I  would  like  to  commend 
the  gentleman  for  pointing  out  to  the 
House  once  again  the  dollar  situation  and 
the  fact  that  there  are  a  number  of  items 
in  the  bill  which  have  been  added  on  to 
agriculture.  It  seems  to  me  as  though  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  does  not  want 
to  give  up  its  jurisdiction  over  some  of 
these  items,  for  instance,  items  such  as 
the  school  lunch  program  and  the  milk 
program. 

It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
these  ought  to  be  under  HEW,  and  I 
wonder  if  the  gentleman  would  address 
himself  to  that  point? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  In  reply  to  the  gentle¬ 
man,  prior  to  coming  to  the  House  I  was 
engaged  in  the  practice  of  law.  From  a 
consideration  of  the  law  angle  I  would 
agree  with  the  gentleman  that  there  are 
many  things  that  are  possibly  carried  in 
this  bill  that  possibly  should  not  be 
charged  to  Agriculture. 

But  at  the  same  time  we  have  had  the 
burden  of  trying  to  get  this  bill  through 
the  Congress,  and  each  year  it  becomes 
more  difficult.  At  present  we  have  47  dis¬ 
tricts  out  of  the  435  districts  which  con¬ 
tain  as  much  as  20  percent  farmers. 
There  is  considerable  doubt  in  my  mind, 
whether  if  we  did  not  have  some  of  these 
programs  in  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  that  affect  the  whole  country,  we 
cohld  not  get  a  shirttail’s  worth  of  sup¬ 
port  to  pass  this  essential  agricultural 
program.  As  I  say,  there  are  only  47  dis¬ 
tricts  out  of  the  435  that  have  as  many 
as  20  percent  engaged  in  agriculture. 

So  I  agree  with  the  gentleman  that 
possibly  in  the  public’s  mind  many  of 
the  things  in  this  bill  should  not  be 
charged  up  as  costs  for  the  operation 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  The 
Department  of  Agriculture  is  more  or 
less  carrying  on  many  of  these  programs, 
at  the  instance  of  the  Congress. 

I  do  not  know  whether  some  of  these 
things  need  to  be  in  this  bill.  Possibly 
they  are  of  some  help  to  some  of  our 
friends  in  realizing  the  necessity  of  this 
bill.  For  that  reason  alone,  I  believe  it 
is  necessary  to  keep  these  items  in  the 
bUl. 

The  following  statement  prepared  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicates 
the  various  programs  which  have  benefits 
for  the  general  public  as  well  as  the 
farmer; 


BUDGET  EXPENDITURES  AND  MAN-YEARS  OF  EMPLOYMENT,  FISCAL  YEARS  1967,  AND  ESTIMATED  1968  AND  1969 


1967 

1968  estimated 

1969  estimated 

Expendi-  Man- 

Expendi-  Han- 

Expendi-  Man- 

tures  years 

tures  years 

tures  year 

(millions) 

(millions) 

(millions) 

Programs  which  clearly  provide  benefits  to  consumers,  busi¬ 
nessmen,  and  the  general  public: 

Programs  having  foreign  relations  and  defense  aspects: 
Sales  of  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  and  for  dollars  on  credit  terms  (title  I, 

Public  Law  480) . 

Commodities  and  other  costs  in  connection  with 

donations  abroad  (title  II,  Public  Law  480) _ 

Transfer  of  bartered  materials  to  supplemental 

stockpile . . . . . . 

Donations  of  dairy  products  to  armed  services  and 

others _ _ _ _ _ 

Other . . . . . . 

Total . . . 


$1,070  1 

338 

$890  1 

379 

$1,002  1 

351 

381  J 

425  j 

442  ) 

24 

7 

24 

6 

t 

1 

1 

-2 

1 

-1  ... 

-2  _ 

1,473 

344 

1,339 

385 

1,443 
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BUDGET  EXPENDITURES  AND  MAN-YEARS  OF  EMPLOYMENT,  FISCAL  YEARS  1967,  AND  ESTIMATED  1968  AND  1969— Con. 


1967  1968  estimated  1969  estimated 


Expendi¬ 

tures 

(millions) 

Man- 

years 

Expendi¬ 

tures 

(millions) 

Man- 

years 

Expendi¬ 

tures 

(millions) 

Man- 

year 

Programs  which  ctearly  provide  benefits  to  consumers. 

businessmen,  and  the  general  public — Continued 

Food  distribution  programs  (domestic): 

Commodities  distributed  to  the  needy  and  others _ 

$282 

292 

$424 

345 

$448 

375 

Food  stamp  program _ _ 

114 

547 

178 

907 

238 

1,523 

School  lunch  program _ 

208 

146 

220 

188 

246 

232 

Special  milk  program _ 

96 

57 

102 

65 

102 

65 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ 

700 

1,042 

924 

1,505 

1,034 

2,195 

REA  and  FHA  repayable  loans: 

REA  loans _ 

412  . 
-274  . 

471  . 
-296  . 

550 

-301 

FHA  loans _ 

-15  . 

-103  . 

-7 

Salaries  and  expenses  for  loan  programs _ 

69 

8, 010 

78 

8,592 

77 

8,627 

Total. _ _ _ _ _ _ 

192 

8,010 

150 

8,592 

319 

8,627 

Long-range  programs  for  the  improvement  of  agricultural 
and  natural  resources: 


Forestry . . .  . .  . . - 

198 

30,971 

217 

31,108 

185 

30,  351 

Agricultural  and  forestry  research.. . 

247 

12, 934 

263 

13,536 

281 

13,952 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control _ 

77 

5,959 

87 

6,273 

89 

6, 352 

Soil  and  water  resource  protection  and  development: 

Agricultural  conservation  program . . . 

257 

371 

257 

369 

244 

369 

All  other _ _ _  ... 

255 

17, 567 

277 

11,026 

276 

17,407 

Cooperative  agricultural  extension  work _ _ 

92 

265 

90 

312 

97 

329 

Inspection  of  commodities  and  other  marketing 

services . 

85 

11,785 

100 

12,  582 

111 

13, 730 

other . . . . . - 

81 

6,628 

97 

6,891 

99 

7, 234 

Total _ _ _ _ 

1,292 

86, 480 

1, 388 

89, 097 

1,381 

89,724 

Total . . . . . . 

3,657 

95, 876 

3, 801 

99,  579 

4,177 

100, 902 

Mr.  LATTA.  The  thing  we  should  at¬ 
tempt  to  do  then  is  to  point  these  mat¬ 
ters  out,  that  year  after  year  these  op¬ 
erations  should  not  be  charged  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  but  they  are 
charged  to  Agriculture  just  as  a  matter 
of  expediency  in  passing  this  legislation. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  you  recall,  when  the 
school  lunch  program  was  established 
it  was  originally  a  surplus  disposal 
program. 

Under  the  section  32  farm  program, 
commodities  are  purchased  with  section 
32  funds,  which  are  30  percent  of  the 
import  duties,  these  were  made  by  Agri¬ 
culture  to  help  to  support  and  main¬ 
tain  a  healthy  agricultural  economy. 
They  were  diverted  to  the  school  lunch 
program  and  other  good  uses.  So  we 
have  insisted  that  we  keep  them  in  here 
because  it  is  getting  more  and  more  dif¬ 
ficult  to  get  Members  to  understand  just 
how  important  this  matter  is.  I  think 
agriculture  today  is  ten  times  more  im¬ 
portant  to  the  American  people  than  it 
was  20  years  ago.  Because  20  years  ago 
the  average  farm  family  took  care  of 
themselves  and  relatively  few  others. 
Now  it  has  become  the  means  of  free¬ 
ing  94  percent  of  our  people  to  do  other 
things. 

Agriculture  is  one  of  the  biggest  mar¬ 
kets  for  industry  and  labor.  I  think  it 
is  more  important  to  our  general  econ¬ 
omy  today  than  any  other  period.  But  it 
does  leave  us  with  the  problem  of  get¬ 
ting  support.  I  have  made  speeches  in 
place  after  place  where  I  made  some 
offhand  comment  about  defense — and  I 
work  on  that  Subcommittee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  too — and  I  made  some  offhand 
comment  about  rivers  and  harbors — and 
that  would  be  played  up  in  great  big 
headlines.  But  when  I  said  something 
about  agriculture,  I  usually  ended  up 
with  somebody  trying  to  claim  that  agri¬ 
culture  gets  too  much. 

The  fact  is  that  the  farmer  gets  about 


half  as  much  return  on  his  investment 
as  he  did  not  too  long  ago.  His  overall 
Income  is  dependent  upon  the  farmer 
pledging  himself  to  bigger  and  bigger 
farms,  and,  more  and  more  machinery, 
and  higher  and  higher  costs.  But  when 
you  get  aroimd  to  the  politicians  and  the 
newspapers  and  the  news  media — who 
are  they  going  to  protect?  Naturally,  it 
is  the  94  percent  who  are  nonfarmers. 
But  in  the  process,  we  have  through  the 
actions  of  the  Congress,  I  think,  done  a 
reasonable  job  for  agriculture.  But  it 
is  becoming  more  and  more  difficult  be¬ 
cause  there  is  less  and  less  understand¬ 
ing  of  it. 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  want  to  commend  the 
gentleman  again  on  the  statement  that 
he  is  making.  I  £im  trying  to  point  out 
the  fact  that  agriculture  is  somewhat  in 
a  bind  because  farmers  are  doing  a  bet¬ 
ter  job  each  year  producing  more  foods 
and  fiber  for  the  Nation  but  are  getting 
less  in  return.  Here  we  have  agriculture 
getting  73  percent  of  parity. 

I  can  remember,  as  the  gentleman 
also  can,  that  a  few  years  ago  they 
were  talking  of  90  percent  and  95  per¬ 
cent  and  even  100  percent  of  the  dol¬ 
lar — but  the  farmers  are  doing  a  better 
job  and  the  consumer  is  getting  a  quali¬ 
ty  product  cheaper,  I  should  say,  and 
the  farmer  is  getting  less  and  less  money 
for  his  products. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  g.ppreciate  the 
statement  of  my  friend  and  colleague, 
but  I  would  like  to  go  one  step  farther 
and  to  say  that  with  all  our  problems  we 
are  trying  to  bring  you  a  good  bUl.  De¬ 
spite  the  press  this  morning  that  said 
the  cuts  were  only  paper  cuts — this  bill 
cuts  expenditures  $414  million.  This 
bill  cuts  the  obligational  authority,  that 
is  the  dollars  available  for  obligation,  by 
$1,400,000,000. 

Now  the  6  percent  of  our  people,  who 
on  an  average  have  nearly  $75,000  in¬ 
vested  in  agriculture,  and  who  do  not 


have  any  minimum  wage  or  minimum 
protection  within  the  law,  face  a  real 
threat.  Those  who  do  not  understand 
think  that  you  ought  to  change  the  law 
to  require  this  6  percent  to  split  up  their 
operations  and  try  to  feed  this  coimtry 
with  small  farms. 

To  require  a  farm  to  be  broken  up 
into  an  uneconomic  unit  that  is  too 
small  to  buy  the  $17,000  to  $25,000  com¬ 
bines  or  pickers,  would  be  just  about 
as  good  for  our  economy  as  requiring 
automobiles  to  be  built  by  factories  that 
do  not  have  over  50  employees. 

Now,  I  will  proceed  to  complete  my 
opening  remarks  on  the  bill. 

DIVERSION  OT  FUNDS 

The  conference  report  on  the  1968  ap¬ 
propriations  bill  called  attention  to  the 
growing  practice  in  the  executive  brainch 
of  financing  a  portion  of  the  cost  of  vari¬ 
ous  special  boards,  councils,  and  com¬ 
missions  created  by  Executive  action 
from  assessments  made  against  appro¬ 
priations  provided  for  specific  programs 
and  projects  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  It  pointed  out  that  in  nine  in¬ 
stances  during  the  previous  year,  fimds 
appropriated  by  Congress  for  specific 
programs  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  were  transfered  to  finance  such  out¬ 
side  organizations.  It  stated: 

In  the  opinion  of  the  conferees,  this  pa'ac- 
tice  results  in  duplication  and  overlapping, 
permits  the  establishments  of  less  essential 
programs  at  the  expense  of  more  valuable 
activities,  and  therefore  should  be  discon¬ 
tinued.  Each  such  proposed  diversion  of 
funds  should  have  prior  review  and  approval 
of  Congress. 

The  authority  cited  by  the  executive 
branch  for  this  practice  is  section  214 
of  the  Independent  Offices  Appropriation 
Act  of  1946.  There  is  nothing  to  indicate 
this  provision  was  to  have  general  appli¬ 
cation.  Thus,  we  have  provided  a  restric¬ 
tion  on  fm-ther  use  of  such  authority. 

Since  the  adoption  of  the  conference 
report  in  October  1967,  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  has  called  on  the  Department  on 
a  number  of  occasions  to  provide  funds 
for  coimcils  and  commissions  not  di¬ 
rectly  related  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  The  committee  has  no  record  of 
advance  congressional  approval  of  these 
additional  assessments  against  fimds 
provided  for  the  regular  activities  of  the 
Ilepartment,  as  required  by  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  language  quoted  above. 

In  order  to  make  certain  that  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch  follows  the  congressional 
directives  on  this  matter,  the  1969  agri¬ 
culture  appropriation  bill  carries  lan¬ 
guage  to  prohibit  unauthorized  diversions 
of  funds  provided  by  Congress  for  spe¬ 
cific  projects  and  programs.  This  provi¬ 
sion,  which  is  found  in  section  508  of  the 
general  provisions,  reads  as  follows : 

None  of  the  funds  In  this  Act  shall 
be  available  to  finance  Interdepartmental 
boards,  commissions,  councils,  committees, 
or  similar  groups  under  section  214  of  the 
Independent  Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1946 
(31  U.S.C.  691)  which  do  not  have  prior  and 
specific  congressional  approval  of  such 
method  of  financial  support. 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

For  research,  the  bill  includes  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $125,972,500,  plus  a  trans¬ 
fer  of  $15,000,000  from  section  32  funds, 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  The  appro- 
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priation  recommended  is  the  same  as  was 
provided  for  fiscal  year  1967.  It  is  a  de¬ 
crease  of  $10,300,600  in  the  budget  re¬ 
quest  and  is  $10,803,000  below  the  1968 
appropriation. 

The  amount  recommended  includes  the 
full  funds  requested  to  annualize  the  pay 
increases  in  fiscal  year  1969.  It  also  pro¬ 
vides  $1,126,900  to  reinstate  the  most  es¬ 
sential  research  activities  deferred  in  fis¬ 
cal  year  1968.  Of  highest  priority  is  the 
utilization  of  new  research  facilities 
which  have  been  constructed  with  fimds 
provided  in  previous  years  and  are  now 
ready  for  operation.  In  view  of  the  lack 
of  funds,  however,  no  additional  money 
has  been  provided  for  new  planning  or 
construction  projects  in  fiscal  year  1969. 

Within  the  funds  provided,  the  De¬ 
partment  is  directed  to  give  special  at¬ 
tention  to  the  following  urgent  needs : 

First.  A  survey  of  the  wheat  rust  prob¬ 
lem  in  Montana  looking  toward  increased 
testing  and  selection  of  rust  resistant 
varieties  for  production  in  that  area. 

Second.  The  continuation  of  a  contrac¬ 
tual  arrangement  for  sugarcane  refining 
research  on  the  manufacture  and  use  of 
sugarcane.  Also,  additional  research  on 
root  maggots  and  disease-resistant  varie¬ 
ties  of  sugar  beets  is  essential  to  the  fu¬ 
ture  of  this  Important  segment  of  agri¬ 
culture. 


Third.  Reconsideration  of  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  research  on  improved  work 
methods,  equipment  and  layout  for  efiici- 
ent  food  handling  during  wholesaling 
and  retailing.  This  work  is  highly  im¬ 
portant  to  the  maintenance  of  competi¬ 
tion  between  small  and  large  organiza¬ 
tions.  The  larger  chainstores  can  afford 
to  do  this  type  of  research,  but  the  small¬ 
er  retailers  and  wholesalers  do  not  have 
the  financial  ability  to  keep  pace  without 
some  Federal  research  of  this  type. 

Fourth.  Increased  research  on  improv¬ 
ing  plant  sources  of  protein  of  corn, 
wheat,  and  rice.  Plants  offer  significant 
PMDssibilities  as  a  means  to  increase  both 
quantity  and  quality  of  proteins  to  meet 
the  challenge  of  the  rapidly  expanding 
food  needs  throughout  the  world. 

Fifth.  A  feasibility  study  of  a  proposal 
of  the  Pan  American  Tung  Research  & 
Development  League  for  fundamental 
and  developmental  research  on  tung  oil 
and  its  basic  oleostearic  acid  constituent. 

Sixth.  Expansion  of  the  planning  au- 
toorized  last  year  for  the  Grasslands 
Restoration  Center  so  as  to  combine  the 
additional  Federal  research  in  the 
Temple,  Tex.,  area  into  one  facility. 

The  amount  provided  includes  as  a  di¬ 
rect  appropriation  $275,000  for  research 
which  was  provided  in  fiscal  year  1968  as 
a  transfer  from  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  Of  this  amount,  $170,000  is 
to  be  allocated  to  the  Southern  Utiliza¬ 
tion  Laboratory,  including  $100,000  for 
^ntinuation  of  a  research  contract  with 
Texas  Tech  University  in  fiscal  year  1969 
The  balance  of  $105,000  is  to  be  used  to 
continue  research  on  automated  cotton 
classing. 


In  the  completion  of  the  present  add 
tion  to  the  National  Sedimentation  Lai 
oratory,  the  committee  expects  propi 
^uipment  and  facilities  to  be  install 
^  research  on  sedimentatic 

and  all  other  poUutants  so  as  to  meet  tl 


nationwide  need  for  research  in  all  as- 
p>ects  of  pollution  of  our  rivers,  streams, 
reservoirs,  and  harbors. 

For  plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest 
control,  the  committee  recommends  an 
appropriation  of  $85,298,500  for  the  next 
fiscal  year,  a  decrease  of  $3,349,000  in  the 
budget  estimate  and  a  decrease  of 
$503,500  in  the  1968  appropriation.  The 
amount  recommended  is  the  1968  actual 
obligation  level,  which  will  enable  the 
continuation  of  the  disease  and  pest  con¬ 
trol  programs  at  the  present  operating 
level,  is  believed  by  the  committee  to  be 
all  that  will  be  matched  by  the  counties 
and  States  affected. 

For  fiscal  year  1968,  the  Congress  di¬ 
rected  the  Department  to  enforce  the 
Laboratory  Animal  Welfare  Act  at  a  cost 
not  to  exceed  $1,200,000.  We  have  con¬ 
tinued  this  directive  for  fiscal  year  1969. 
While  the  committee  is  disappointed  that 
the  Department  has  not  moved  faster  on 
this  program  during  the  current  year, 
the  Administrator  of  the '  Agricultural 
Research  Service  reports  that  all  known 
dealers,  183  in  number,  have  been  in¬ 
spected  at  least  once,  and  some  have  been 
visited  several  times.  Also,  532  research 
facilities  have  been  registered  and  about 
half  of  their  1,500  locations  have  been 
inspected  at  least  once.  To  date,  18  cases 
have  been  foimd  to  not  be  in  compliance 
and  nine  of  these  have  been  refeiTed  for 
prosecution.  These  activities  have  in¬ 
volved  the  full  time  of  three  veterinarians 
and  four  supporting  personnel  in  Wash¬ 
ington  and  the  part-time  services  of  73 
veterinarians,  41  livestock  inspectors, 
and  10  clerks  in  the  field. 

A  budget  increase  of  $50,700  was  pro¬ 
posed  for  1969  to  initiate  research  to  de¬ 
termine  the  need  for  exercise  of  animals 
being  held  for  laboratory  use.  The  com¬ 
mittee  recognizes  that  space  for  exercise 
should  be  a  requirement.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  should  issue  the  necessary  direc¬ 
tives  and  regulations  based  on  informa¬ 
tion  already  available  on  this  subject. 

In  fiscal  year  1958,  the  Department 
initiated  a  research  program  abroad 
utilizing  foreign  currencies  generated  by 
the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  under  title  I  of  Public  Law  480.  Ori¬ 
ginally  confined  to  market  development 
research  authorized  by  section  104(b)  (1) 
of  Public  Law  480,  as  amended,  the  pro¬ 
gram  was  subsequently  expanded  to  in¬ 
clude  agricultural  and  forestry  research 
imder  section  104(b)  (3)  of  the  laws,  as 
amended.  It  now  involves  work  in  the 
fohowing  general  areas:  Farm  research, 
utilization  research,  marketing  research, 
forestry  research,  agricultural  economics 
research,  and  human  nutrition  research. 

This  research  is  conducted  with  local 
currencies  in  countries  in  which  the 
United  States  has  foreign  currency  avail¬ 
able  in  excess  of  normal  U.S.  require¬ 
ments.  The  dollars  appropriated  for  this 
purpose  are  used  to  purchase  these  ex¬ 
cess  currencies  from  the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment.  Since  the  dollars  remain  in 
the  United  States,  and  since  this  coun¬ 
try  owns  large  amounts  of  excess  cur¬ 
rencies  in  some  15  countries,  their  use 
for  research  and  market  development 
purposes  appears  fully  justified. 

An  appropriation  of  $4,500,000  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill  for  the  coming  fiscal 


year.  This  amoimt,  which  is  the  1967  ap¬ 
propriation  level,  is  a  reduction  of  $4  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  1968  appropriation,  and  $8,- 
200,000  in  the  1969  budget  request.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  a  carryover  of  $341,000  of  prior- 
year  funds  will  be  available  in  1969. 

COOPERATIVE  STATE  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

A  total  of  $58,958,000  is  provided  for 
fiscal  year  1969.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $3,- 
221,000  in  the  1969  budget  estimate  and 
is  $4,155,000  below  the  1968  appropria¬ 
tion.  The  amount  approved  will  pennit 
the  continuation  of  the  present  level  of 
operation  for  the  various  programs  of  this 
agency. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  the 
funds  provided  for  the  research  and  ex¬ 
tension  program  of  the  land-grant  uni¬ 
versities  should  be  used  to  maintain  the 
Federal  share  of  salaries  on  a  basis  com¬ 
parable  to  those  of  other  Federal  em¬ 
ployees.  Where  necessary,  this  should  be 
done  by  not  filling  vacancies. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

The  Federal  Extension  Service  pro¬ 
vides  for  leadership,  counsel,  and  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  50  States  and  Puerto  Rico. 
This  staff,  which  is  located  primarily  in 
Washington,  serves  as  liaison  between  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  the 
States,  provides  leadership  and  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  States  in  the  conduct  of  the 
program,  administers  Federal  laws  au¬ 
thorizing  extension  work  and  coordi¬ 
nates  the  work  among  the  States,  and 
provides  leadership  in  and  coordination 
of  the  educational  phases  of  all  programs 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment. 

The  following  appropriations  are  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  various  programs  of  the 
Extension  Service: 


Payments  to  States  and  Puerto 

Rico - $78,  532,  500 

Retirement  costs  for  extension 

agents  -  8,  818,  500 

Penalty  mail -  3,  299,  000 

Federal  Extension  Service _  2,  838,  000 


Toatl,  Extension  Service--  93,488,000 


The  amounts  included  In  the  bill  are 
$3,114,000  less  than  appropriated  for 
fiscal  year  1968  and  $4,141,000  less  than 
requested  for  fiscal  year  1969.  They  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  continuation  of  Federal 
support  for  extension  programs  at  the 
present  fimding  level. 

As  indicated  under  the  Cooperative 
State  Research  Service,  the  Federal 
funds  should  be  used  to  maintain  salary 
levels  on  a  basis  comparable  to  other 
Federal  employees,  by  not  filling  vacan¬ 
cies  where  necessary. 

Last  year  the  Congress  provided  a  sub¬ 
stantial  increase  for  4-H  Club  activities. 
In  its  report,  the  committee  stated: 

In  view  of  the  many  agencies  of  the  De¬ 
partment  and  the  entire  Federal  Government 
engaged  in  community  development  activi¬ 
ties,  the  committee  feels  that  the  additional 
funds  can  be  used  most  effectively  in  pro¬ 
grams  which  work  directly  with  the  youth 
of  this  Nation.  The  wholesome  effect  of  4-H 
Club  activities  has  been  so  beneficial  to  rural 
youth  that  additional  efforts  to  bring  4r-H 
programs  to  young  people  in  the  congested 
and  deprived  urban  areas  of  the  United 
States  would  make  an  invaluable  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  moral,  spiritual,  and  economic 
strength  of  this  Nation. 
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In  the  light  of  recent  difficulties  In 
many  of  the  major  cities  of  this  country, 
work  with  urban  and  rural  youth  is  even 
more  important  today.  The  committee 
feels,  therefore,  that  the  Extension  Serv¬ 
ice  should  give  Increased  attention  to  the 
4-H  Club  programs  of  the  Nation  duiing 
the  coming  fiscal  year. 

PARMES  COOPERATIVE  SERVICE 

The  Service  conducts  research,  advi- 
soiT.  and  educational  work  with  cooper¬ 
atives  on  problems  of  organization, 
financing,  management  policies,  mer¬ 
chandising,  costs,  efficiency,  and  mem- 
bei’ship  to  help  farmers  who  are  mem¬ 
bers  of  such  organizations  improve  the 
operations  of  their  business.  It  cooper¬ 
ates  with  the  Extension  Service,  land- 
grant  colleges,  banks  for  cooperatives. 
State  departments  of  agriculture,  and 
other  agencies  to  bring  about  bett^  un¬ 
derstanding  and  application  of  sound 
cooperative  principles  and  practices.  It 
also  advises  other  Federal  agencies  on 
problems  relating  to  agricultural  cooper¬ 
atives. 

The  amount  recommended  for  fiscal 
year  1969,  $1,341,000,  Is  $507,000  less 
than  requested  for  fiscal  year  1969.  The 
increase  of  $37,000  over  fiscal  year  1968 
covers  the  1968  portion  of  the  Pay  Act 
costs  and  will  permit  the  programs  of 
this  agency  to  continue  at  the  present 
operating  leveL 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  giving 
Increasing  encouragement  to  farmers  to 
organize  themselves  into  cooperatives  to 
give  them  more  “muscle”  in  the  market¬ 
place.  While  this  approach  may  bring 
some  beneficial  results,  if  carried  out  in 
a  fair  and  reasonable  manner,  it  must 
be  handled  very  carefully,  since  a  very 
real  danger  is  inherent  in  attempting  to 
control  the  supply  of  food  through  mo¬ 
nopoly  practices  or  centralization  of  bar¬ 
gaining  power. 

In  the  pursuit  of  these  objectives,  the 
Secretary  should  give  full  recognition  to 
the  farm  programs  which  have  been  au¬ 
thorized  since  1935.  Under  these  pro¬ 
grams,  loans  could  be  obtained  on  stoi- 
able  commodities  to  enable  the  farmer 
to  hold  them  for  the  most  favorable  mar¬ 
ket  conditions.  He  could  surrender  them 
to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
where  market  conditions  warrant  such 
action. 

The  section  32  program  provides  in¬ 
direct  price  supports  to  the  producer  of 
fruits,  vegetables,  meats,  and  other  per¬ 
ishable  or  nonstorable  commodities  by 
removing  surpluses  from  the  market¬ 
places  before  they  depress  prices. 

These  long-established  and  time- 
tested  programs  have  worked  well  in  the 
past,  except  where  faulty  government 
policy  held  U.S.  commodities  off  world 
markets.  There  is  much  reason  to  believe 
that  the  original  program  of  loans  on 
storage  commodities  and  purchases,  and 
diversion  of  surplus  perishable  commodi¬ 
ties,  if  properly  operated,  remains  best 
and  should  be  continued  in  preference  to 
any  other  system  proposed  to  date.  The 
movement  to  strengthen  the  farmer’s 
bargaining  power  should  not  be  substi¬ 
tuted  in  any  way  for  these  existing  pro¬ 
grams. 


son,  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

For  conservation  operations,  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $114,893,000  is  included  in  the 
bill  for  fiscal  year  1969.  This  is  a  decrease 
of  $1,420,000  in  the  1969  budget  estimate. 
The  increase  of  $1,393,000  over  the  fiscal 
year  1968  appropriation  will  cover  the 
Pay  Act  increases  made  in  1968.  The 
amount  approved  is  the  1968  actual  fund¬ 
ing  level,  after  the  withdrawal  of  fimds 
in  1968  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

The  amount  provided  for  this  activity 
in  fiscal  year  1969  will  require  some  re¬ 
duction  in  man-years  next  year,  due  to 
pay  increases  and  other  higher  operating 
costs.  This  should  be  more  than  offset, 
however,  by  the  additional  man-years 
which  will  be  available  from  the  in¬ 
creased  transfers  from  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  on  the  basis  of^ 
the  restoration  of  the  fuU  $220  million 
advance  authorization  for  1969  proposed 
in  this  bill. 

The  watershed  improvement  programs 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  were 
initiated  by  the  authorization  of  plan¬ 
ning  and  works  of  improvement  on  the 
original  11  major  watersheds  covered  by 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944.  In  1953, 
this  committee  provided  $5  million  in  the 
1954  appropriation  act,  without  a  prior 
budget  estimate,  to  authorize  62  small 
“pilot”  watershed  projects  to  promote 
national  interest  tn  small  upstream 
watershed  control.  These  pilot  projects 
were  a  tremendous  success.  The  follow¬ 
ing  year.  Congress  enacted  Public  Law 
566,  83d  Congress,  which  placed  this  pro¬ 
gram  on  a  permanent  basis.  Also,  under 
authority  of  section  8  of  this  same  act, 
as  amended,  loans  to  local  organizations 
were  authorized  to  help  defray  a  portion 
of  the  local  share  of  the  cost  of  water¬ 
shed  protection  and  flood  prevention 
projects.  These  programs  are  now 
financed  through  two  appropriations  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  bill  for  Public  Law  566 
projects  designated  as  “watershed  plan¬ 
ning”  and  “watershed  protection,”  and 
through  a  separate  appropriation,  “flood 
prevention,”  which  covers  the  11  original 
major  watersheds. 

For  watershed  planning,  the  1968  ac¬ 
tual  operating  level  of  $6,165,000  is  rec¬ 
ommended.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $59,000 
in  the  1969  budget  request.  The  increase 
of  $165,000  over  the  1968  appropriation 
is  required  to  meet  Pay  Act  increases 
approved  in  fiscal  year  1968.  The  level  of 
100  new  planning  starts  which  has  been 
approved  by  Congress  for  the  past  3  years 
is  approved  again  for  fiscal  year  1969. 

For  watershed  protection,  a  new  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $65  million,  plus  an  es¬ 
timated  carryover  of  $6,715,000,  is  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  This  will 
enable  the  program  to  be  continued  at 
about  the  1968  authorized  level.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  restored  the  proposed  budget 
cut  for  this  program  because  of  its  belief 
that  we  must  continue  our  nationwide 
conservation  efforts  to  avoid  the  fate  of 
the  countries  of  Asia  and  Africa  which 
are  dependent  on  the  United  States  for 
a  major  portion  of  their  food  supplies. 

As  of  June  30,  1968,  there  will  be  some 
693  projects  under  construction,  plus  an 


additional  117  expected  to  be  ready  for 
construction.  The  previous  level  of  80  new 
construction  starts  is  approved  again  for 
1969. 

For  flood  prevention,  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $20  million,  plus  an  estimated 
carryover  of  $5,800,000  is  proposed  for 
fiscal  year  1969.  This  will  fund  the  pro¬ 
gram  at  approximately  the  1968  author¬ 
ized  level. 

The  restoration  of  the  proposed  budg¬ 
et  reduction  for  this  program  is  based 
on  the  factors  outlined  earlier  in  this  re¬ 
port.  As  pointed  out  previously  work  on 
the  11  major  watersheds  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  far  behind  a  satisfactory  and 
economical  rate  of  progress.  When  these 
projects  were  authorized  In  1944,  it  was 
estimated  that  they  would  take  about  15 
years  to  complete.  In  1968,  some  24  years 
later,  the  work  is  only  55  percent  com¬ 
plete  on  the  average.  The  proposed  1969 
rate  of  obligation  would  extend  the  com-, 
pletion  date  even  further  into  the  future. 
On  this  basis,  for  example,  the  date  of 
completion  for  one  of  the  major  water¬ 
sheds  would  be  1989 — 21  years  in  the 
future.  At  the  1968  level  of  operation, 
this  project  could  be  completed  9  years 
earlier.  With  ever-advancing  construc¬ 
tion  costs,  earlier  completion  would  be  a 
substantial  saving  to  the  taxpayers. 

The  Great  Plains  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  was  authorized  under  Public  Law 
1021,  84th  Congress  (16  U.S.C.  590p),  to 
provide  farmers  and  ranchers  in  the 
critically  erodible  areas  of  the  Great 
Plains  with  assured  conservation  cost 
sharing  and  technical  assistance.  The 
program  is  designed  to  protect,  improve, 
and  conserve  the  soil,  water,  plant,  and 
wildlife  resources  of  this  vast  agricul¬ 
tural  area  and  help  to  stabilize  its  econ¬ 
omy.  The  work  supplements  other  soil 
and  water  conservation  programs  and 
activities  In  counties  designated  by  the 
Secretary.  It  is  also  coordinated  with 
the  programs  and  objectives  of  locally 
managed  conservation  districts.  State 
agencies,  and  community  groups. 

The  bill  includes  an  appropriation  of 
$16  million  for  fiscal  year  1969.  This 
amount  will  fund  this  program  at  close 
to  the  1968  appropriation  level. 

The  increase  of  $2,586,000  in  the  budg¬ 
et  estimate  is  based  on  the  urgent  need 
for  additional  conservation  work  In  the 
“dust  bowl”  area  of  the  Great  Plains 
States.  Also,  the  number  of  unserviced 
applications  continues  to  increase — from 
4,649  in  1967,  to  6,374  in  1968,  and  7.774 
in  1969. 

CONSUMER  AND  MARKETING  SERVICE 

For  consumer  protective,  marketing, 
and  regulatory  programs  the  committee 
recommends  an  appropriation  of  $118,- 
989,500  for  fiscal  year  1969,  a  decrease  of 
$856,500  in  the  1969  budget  estimate. 
The  increase  of  $29,679,500  over  1968 
includes  $2,799,000  for  1968  pay  increases 
and  $26,880,500  to  meet  additional  meat 
and  poultry  inspection  responsibilities. 

An  increase  of  $22,825,000  plus  1969 
pay  increases  is  provided  for  the  in¬ 
creased  meat  inspection  responsibilities 
resulting  from  the  Wholesome  Meat  Act 
of  1967  adopted  last  session.  A  large 
portion  of  this  additional  money  is  for 
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grants  to  States  to  improve  their  meat 
inspection  programs.  ITie  balance  Is  re¬ 
quested  to  provide  technical  assistance 
to  the  States  and  to  expand  Federal  in¬ 
spection  to  new  and  existing  Interstate 
plants. 

The  increase  includes  $3,492,000  plus 
pay  costs  for  poultry  inspection  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  This  Is  related  to  an 
expected  increase  of  around  8  to  10  per¬ 
cent  in  the  volume  of  poultry  and  the 
nmnber  of  plants  to  be  inspected. 

The  committee  is  aware  that  the  work 
of  this  agency  has  grown  due  to  increased 
inspection  workload  as  well  as  the  addi¬ 
tional  responsibilities  assigned  by  Con¬ 
gress.  It  has  provided  the  full  budget 
request  for  this  work  in  fiscal  year  1969. 
It  believes,  however,  that  a  large  portion 
of  these  additional  fimds  could  be  saved 
by  proper  coordination  of  the  inspection 
activities  and  by  the  adoption  of  the 
most  efficient  and  economical  organiza¬ 
tional  setup. 

To  assure  that  these  extra  fimds  are 
effectively  utilized,  the  appropriation  bill 
for  1969  contains  language  which  places 
one-half  of  the  additional  money  in  a 
reserve,  to  be  released  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  if  and  when  needed,  at  such 
time  as  a  complete  and  effective  reorga¬ 
nization  of  the  Consumer  and  Market¬ 
ing  Service,  including  meat  and  poultry 
Inspection  activities,  has  been  made. 

Based  on  recent  evidence  of  overlap¬ 
ping  and  duplication  of  inspectors  at 
slaughtering  plants,  the  committee  re¬ 
quested  the  General  Accounting  Office  to 
make  a  special  study  of  the  organization 
and  operations  of  the  Consumer  and 
Marketing  Service,  with  specific  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  meat  and  poultry  inspection 
activities.  The  report  received  from  the 
General  Accounting  Office  noted  a  num¬ 
ber  of  Instances  of  duplication  of  inspec¬ 
tion  work,  lack  of  uniform  practices  and 
procedures,  failure  to  effe^ively  utilize 
field  Inspectors,  scattering  of  supervision, 
and  an  Inefficient  and  wasteful  organi¬ 
zational  setup,  especially  in  the  field. 

The  report  pointed  out  that  there  may 
be  as  many  as  three  tsq^es  of  C.  &  M.S. 
employees  in  one  slaughtering  plant  at 
the  same  time :  First,  meat  inspectors  of 
the  Meat  Inspection  Service;  second, 
meat  graders  of  the  Livestock  Division: 
and  third,  poultry  inspectors  of  the  Poul¬ 
try  Division.  The  report  pointed  out  that 
these  inspectors  normally  operate  inde¬ 
pendently  and  are  part  of  separate  field 
organizations  which  are  responsible  to 
separate  organizational  units  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.  In  addition,  the  report  in¬ 
dicated  that  both  poultry  inspectors  and 
poultry  graders  may  also  be  present  in 
a  poultry  slaughtering  plant,  and  these 
poultry  Inspectors  and  graders  are  part 
of  separate  C.  &  M.S.  field  organizations 
and  normally  operate  independently. 

The  GAO  report  pointed  out  the  need 
for  more  effective  cross-utilization  of 
meat  and  poultry  inspectors.  It  indicated 
that  C.  &  M.S.  has  not  taken  any  signifi¬ 
cant  action  to  more  fully  Implement 
cross-utilization  of  meat  and  poultry  in¬ 
spectors,  although  the  need  for  such  ac¬ 
tion  was  disclosed  in  a  report  Issued  by 
the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  in 


February  1965.  It  pointed  out  that  more 
fully  implementing  cross-utilization  of 
inspection  personnel  could  make  existing 
Inspectors  available  to  undertake  addi¬ 
tional  Federal  inspection  work  arising  as 
a  result  of  the  Wholesome  Meat  Act  of 
1967. 

The  GAO  study  also  noted  that,  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  four  separate  nationwide 
field  organizations  for  meat  inspection, 
meat  grading,  poultry  inspection,  and 
poultry  grading,  there  are  12  other  ma¬ 
jor  nationwide  C.  &  M.S.  field  organiza¬ 
tions.  It  indicated,  as  an  example,  that 
there  are  20  separate  C.  &  M.S.  field 
offices  in  San  Francisco  alone.  The  dis¬ 
cussion  of  these  matters  will  be  found 
in  part  3  of  the  1969  hearings,  pages  501 
through  562. 

In  view  of  these  findings,  the  com¬ 
mittee  directs  the  Department  after  con¬ 
sultation  with  interested  groups  to  re¬ 
organize  its  organizational  arrangement 
and  its  inspection  activities  on  the  most 
efficent  and  economical  basis  possible. 
None  of  the  funds  placed  in  reserve 
should  be  released  untU  steps  are  taken 
to:  first,  eliminate  the  existing  duplica¬ 
tion  in  the  meat  and  poultry  inspection 
and  grading  services:  second,  establish 
a  system  of  cross-utilization  of  Inspec¬ 
tion  personnel;  and  third,  correct  the 
present  organizational  deficiencies  noted 
in  the  GAO  study. 

The  special  milk  program  is  aimed  pri¬ 
marily  at  Increasing  the  consumption  of 
fluid  milk  by  children.  Nonprofit  schools 
of  high  school  grade  and  imder,  aU  non¬ 
profit  summer  camps,  and  child-care  in¬ 
stitutions  devoted  to  the  care  and  train¬ 
ing  of  children,  are  eligible  to  participate 
in  the  program. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $104  mil¬ 
lion  is  recommended  for  the  coming  fis¬ 
cal  year.  This  will  permit  the  program 
to  continue  at  the  level  authorized  for 
fiscal  years  1967  and  1968.  These  fimds 
are  to  be  transferred  from  section  32 
funds  as  was  done  in  1968. 

Official  estimates  Indicate  that  the 
total  amount  expected  to  be  available  for 
section  32  purposes  next  year  will  be 
more  than  adequate  to  meet  its  regular 
surplus  removal  and  export  activities, 
plus  proposed  transfers  to  finance  this 
and  other  programs  in  the  coming  year. 
An  analysis  of  the  estimated  section  32 
income  and  outgo  figures  for  next  year 
Indicates  that  the  balance  as  of  June  30, 
1969,  will  be  sufficient  to  assure  a  normal 
carryover  of  $300  million,  with  a  remain¬ 
ing  imused  balance  of  $226  million  to  be 
returned  to  the  Treasury. 

For  the  school  lunch  program,  the  1968 
appropriation  of  $182,825,000  is  proposed 
again  for  fiscal  year  1969,  a  decrease  of 
$1,618,000  in  the  1969  budget  request.  In 
addition,  a  transfer  of  $64,325,000  from 
section  32  Is  approved  to  provide  total 
fimds  of  $247,150,000  for  the  next  fiscal 
year.  The  Increased  transfer  provides  an 
additional  $19,325,000  for  commodity 
purchases  under  section  6  to  provide 
well-balanced  and  nutritional  needs. 

The  funds  provided  for  the  various 
purposes  under  this  heading  are  as  fol¬ 
lows; 
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Cash  payments  to  States _ $171,  448,  000 

Special  cash  assistance _  5,  000,  000 

Commodity  procurement _  64,  325,  000 

Pilot  school  breakfast _  3,  500,  000 

Nonfood  assistance _  750,  000 

Operating  expenses _  2, 127,  000 


Total  obligations _  247, 150,  000 


By  appropriation _  182,  825,  000 

By  transfer  from  section 

32  -  64,  325,  000 


The  food  stamp  program  is  designed 
to  benefit  those  families  who  are  receiv¬ 
ing  some  type  of  welfare  assistance — pri¬ 
marily  the  unemployables,  the  aged,  the 
blind,  the  disabled,  and  mothers  with  de¬ 
pendent  children.  It  is  also  authorized 
to  help  other  families  with  incomes  as 
low  or  lower  than  that  of  families  re¬ 
ceiving  welfare  assistance  but  who,  for 
a  variety  of  reasons,  are  not  eligible  for 
welfare  assistance.  This  may  include 
those  living  on  small  pensions,  the  un¬ 
employed,  the  underemployed,  and  those 
whose  training  limits  them  to  unskilled, 
low-paying  employment. 

Under  the  program,  families  must  in¬ 
vest  the  money  they  would  normally 
spend  for  food  in  the  purchase  of  food 
stamps.  In  return,  they  receive  additional 
stamps  without  charge.  Thus  the  normal 
food  budget  continues  to  be  spent  for 
food  and  the  Federal  assistance  results 
in  the  purchase  of  more  food.  The  in¬ 
crease  in  retail  food  stores  sales — aver¬ 
aging  about  8  percent — in  areas  in  which 
the  program  is  operating,  results  in  a  fur¬ 
ther  expansion  in  farm  markets  and  acts 
as  a  stimulant  to  the  overall  economy  of 
those  areas. 

The  valuable  contribution  of  the  food 
stamp  program  to  the  health  and  diets 
of  an  increasing  number  of  consumers 
in  all  parts  of  the  Nation  warrants  spe¬ 
cial  consideration  of  the  funds  provided 
for  this  purpose.  Public  demand  for  this 
program  is  indicated  by  the  growth  in 
participation  from  140,736  in  1962,  to 
1.8  million  on  June  30,  1967.  Participa¬ 
tion  is  expected  to  grow  to  2.7  million  in 
1968  and  3  million  in  1969. 

The  full  budget  request  of  $225  million 
is  recommended  for  the  next  fiscal  year. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $40  million  over 
funds  available  for  1968.  Of  this  amount, 
$25  million  has  been  placed  in  reserve 
to  be  released  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  when  need  develops  and  when 
various  corrections  in  the  handling  of 
the  program  have  been  made. 

A  special  study  made  by  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  surveys  and  investigations  staff, 
pursuant  to  a  directive  dated  March  6, 
1967,  disclosed  a  number  of  instances  of 
laxity  in  the  administration  of  this  pro¬ 
gram.  These  include: 

First.  Inadequate  interviews  by  case¬ 
workers,  submission  of  incomplete  appli¬ 
cations,  and  failure  to  include  income 
for  all  members  of  households. 

Second.  Inadequate  identification  of 
participants.  In  one  instance,  the  same 
person  acted  as  a  proxy  for  969  recip¬ 
ients  and  purchased  food  stamp  cou¬ 
pons  having  a  value  of  $53,128  for  which 
he  paid  $36,892  and  received  bonus  cou¬ 
pons  valued  at  $16,237.  The  coupons  were 
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never  in  possession  of  any  of  the  recip¬ 
ients. 

Third.  Despite  the  disqualification  of 
148  retailers  in  1967,  there  have  been 
only  29  criminal  prosecutions  in  the  past 
3  years. 

These  conditions  need  to  be  corrected 
to  preserve  the  integrity  of  this  program 
and  to  assure  maximum  operating  econ¬ 
omy.  The  funds  placed  in  reserve  should 
not  be  used  imtil  such  corrections  have 
been  made. 

FOREIGN  AGRICXnLTTJRAL  SERVICE 

The  primary  function  of  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service  is  to  help  American 
agriculture  in  maintaining  and  expand¬ 
ing  foreign  markets  for  its  products.  It 
maintains  a  worldwide  agricultural  intel¬ 
ligence  and  reporting  service,  to  assist 
U.S.  agricultural  industry  in  its  export 
operations  through  a  continuous  pro¬ 
gram  of  analyzing  and  reporting  foreign 
agricultural  production,  markets,  and 
policies.  It  helps  to  develop  foreign  mar¬ 
kets  for  U.S.  farm  products  through  ad¬ 
ministration  of  special  export  programs 
and  through  helping  to  secure  interna¬ 
tional  trade  conditions  that  are  favor¬ 
able  toward  our  products. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $21,153,800  for  fiscal  year 
1969,  a  decrease  of  $987,700  from  the 
1968  appropriation  level  an'd  a  reduction 
of  $1,260,700  in  the  budget  estimate.  The 
amount  provided  will  permit  continued 
operations  at  the  1968  actual  level.  In 
addition,  $3,117,000  is  available  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  section  32  and  $2,012,175  is 
available  by  transfer  from  CCC.  This 
makes  total  funds  available  for  1969  op¬ 
erations  of  $26,282,975. 

COMMODITY  EXCHANGE  AUTHORITY 

The  Commodity  Exchange  Authority 
administers  the  Commodity  Exchange 
Act  of  September  21,  1922,  as  amended. 
The  objectives  are  to  prevent  commodity 
price  manipulation  and  market  comers; 
curb  unwarranted  changes  in  price  re¬ 
sulting  from  excessive  speculation  by 
large  traders;  prevent  dissemination  of 
false  and  misleading  crop  and  market 
information  affecting  commodity  prices; 
protect  hedgers  and  other  users  of  the 
commodity  futures  markets  against 
cheating,  fraud,  and  manipulative  prac¬ 
tices;  insure  the  benefits  of  membership 
privileges  and  contract  markets  to  co¬ 
operative  associations  of  producers;  in¬ 
sure  trust  fund  treatment  of  margin 
moneys  and  equities  of  hedgers  and  other 
traders  and  prevent  the  misuse  of  such 
funds  by  brokers;  and  provide  informa¬ 
tion  to  the  public  regarding  trading  oper¬ 
ations  and  contract  markets. 

The  bill  includes  $1,530,000  for  fiscal 
year  1969,  the  actual  operating  level  for 
fiscal  year  1968.  This  is  a  decrease  of 
$54,000  in  the  budget  request.  The  in¬ 
crease  of  $39,000  covers  salary  increases 
Incurred  in  fiscal  year  1968. 

AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION 
SERVICE 

The  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service  was  established  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  on  June  5, 
1961,  under  the  authority  of  Reorga¬ 
nization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  in  accordance 
with  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended— 5  U.S.C.  901-913. 


The  bill  includes  a  total  of  $203,795,500 
for  the  op)erattng  and  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  various  programs  of  this 
agency.  Of  this  amoimt,  $141,031,400  is 
provided  by  direct  appropriation  and 
$62,764,100  is  provided  by  transfer  from 
CCC  to  cover  costs  of  operating  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  The  appro¬ 
priation  amount  is  a  reduction  of  $2,- 
902,300  in  the  1969  budget  estimate.  The 
increases  of  $3,096,000  by  (Jirect  appro¬ 
priation  and  $4,155,500  by  transfer  from 
CCC  are  provided  to  meet  pay  increases 
in  fiscal  years  1968  and  1969. 

Payments  are  made  to  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers  of  sugarbeets  and  sugarcane  who 
comply  with  certain  special  requirements. 
To  finance  these  payments,  a  tax  of  50 
cents  per  hundred  pounds  is  imposed  on 
aU  beet  and  cane  sugar  processed  in  or 
imported  into  the  United  States  for  di¬ 
rect  consumption. 

An  appropriation  of  $80  million  is  pro¬ 
vided  for  fiscal  year  1969  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  under  this  program.  In  view  of  the 
uncertainty  of  sugar  production  in  the 
1968  crop  year,  and  in  view  of  the  tight 
fiscal  situation,  the  amoimt  has  been  re¬ 
tained  at  the  1967  and  1968  level. 

During  the  period  1938-67,  collections 
of  $2.5  billion  from  excise  and  import 
taxes  have  exceeded  payments  by  ap¬ 
proximately  $574  million.  Estimated  col¬ 
lections  through  fiscal  year  1969  of  $2.7 
billion  will  exceed  estimated  payments 
through  fiscal  year  1969  by  $621  million. 

Conservation  practices  under  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  are  devel¬ 
oped  initialy  at  the  local  level  by  ASC 
State  and  county  committees,  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  and  the  Forest 
Service.  Representatives  of  the  land- 
grant  colleges,  the  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration,  State  conservation  com¬ 
mittees,  and  other  State  and  Federal  ag¬ 
ricultural  agencies  also  participate  in 
these  determinations. 

The  recommendations  of  these  groups 
are  used  as  the  basis  to  formulate  joint 
recommendations  to  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 
in  Washington.  From  these  recommenda¬ 
tions,  the  various  agencies  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  Washington  develop  and  rec¬ 
ommend  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
a  national  program.  State  and  local  peo¬ 
ple  then  develop  their  local  programs 
within  the  structure  of  the  national  pro¬ 
gram  approved  by  the  Secretary.  No 
practices  are  adopted  and  put  into  effect 
in  any  State  or  county  unless  approved 
by  the  local  conservation  groups. 

This  program  reaches  in  excess  of  1 
million  farms  each  year  and  results  In 
the  application  of  the  greatest  amount 
of  conservation  measures  to  the  land  at 
the  lowest  cost  per  acre  of  any  other 
similar  program. 

An  appropriation  of  $190  million  is 
recommended  to  make  payments  earned 
under  the  1968  program.  Amounts  due 
are  legal  commitments  and  funds  must 
be  provided  to  meet  all  obligations  in¬ 
curred. 

The  committee  has  retained  the  1969 
program  authorization  at  $220  million, 
the  level  carried  for  this  purpose  for 
many  years.  To  offset  this  action  the 
committee  has  cut  much  more  than  the 


$120  million  restored  here  from  the  ap¬ 
propriations  for  Public  Law  480.  As 
noted  earlier  in  this  report,  much  of  the 
foreign  currencies  earned  under  this 
program  are  used  for  conservation  pro¬ 
grams  in  foreign  countries  through  AID. 

Further,  this  restoration  is  essential 
to  the  continued  operation  of  the  con¬ 
servation  programs  of  the  Soil  Conser¬ 
vation  Service.  This  restoration  will 
prevent  the  elimination  of  398  soil  con¬ 
servation  technicians  who  are  now  an 
essential  part  of  the  work  unit  oflBces  of 
SCS  in  all  of  the  50  States. 

The  executive  branch  has  justified  its 
reductions  in  this  program  through  the 
years  on  the  basis  that  the  smaller 
amount  of  funds  would  be  used  for  so- 
called  permanent  practices.  The  Depart¬ 
ment’s  justifications  for  1969  state: 

The  proposed  1969  authorization  is  a  re¬ 
duction  in  the  program  level  of  $120  mllUon 
from  the  1968  authorization.  This  amount 
wlU  permit  the  Government  to  continue  to 
share  with  farmers  the  costs  of  conservation 
practices  with  long-term  benefits. 

On  this  point,  the  Administrator,  Ag¬ 
ricultural  Stabilization  and  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service,  testified  to  the  committee 
this  year — page  205,  part  3,  1969  hear¬ 
ings — that  87  percent  of  the  1967  pro¬ 
gram  practices  were  for  enduring  or  per¬ 
manent  practices.  This  would  Indicate 
that  $191,400,000  of  the  1968  program  of 
$220  million  was  spent  on  permanent 
practices. 

The  cropland  adjustment  program  is 
authorized  by  title  VI  of  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1965.  Its  purpose  is  to 
assist  farmers,  through  long-term  agree¬ 
ments,  to  divert  land  from  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  unneeded  crops  to  uses  that  will 
promote  the  development  and  conserva¬ 
tion  of  soil,  water,  forest,  wildlife,  and 
recreational  resources. 

In  return  for  diverting  the  cropland  to 
approved  uses,  producers  receive  adjust¬ 
ment  payments.  They  also  are  eligible  to 
receive  cost-sharing  assistance  for  estab¬ 
lishing  approved  conservation  uses.  The 
period  of  a  contract  cannot  be  less  than 
5  years  and  not  more  than  10  years. 

The  1968  appropriation  level  of  $84,- 
500,000  is  recommended  again  for  fisc^ 
year  1969,  a  reduction  of  $1,200,000  in 
the  budget  estimate.  The  amount  pro¬ 
vided  is  adequate  to  meet  payments  due 
in  fiscal  year  1969  on  all  contracts  pres¬ 
ently  in  existence. 

The  committee  has  not  approved  the 
proposed  advance  authorization  of  $55,- 
500,000  to  enter  into  additional  contracts 
under  this  program  in  the  next  fiscal 
year.  The  $1,200,000  reduction  in  the 
1969  appropriation  represents  funds  re¬ 
quested  to  make  payments  in  1969  to 
producers  who  would  have  been  added  to 
the  program  had  the  advance  authoriza¬ 
tion  been  approved.  '• 

The  majority  of  this  committee  be¬ 
lieves  that,  with  our  large  surpluses  vir¬ 
tually  gone,  and  with  our  commitments 
in  Vietnam  and  elsewhere,  this  country 
cannot  afford  to  follow  a  policy  of  tak¬ 
ing  land  out  of  production.  The  eco¬ 
nomic  loss  to  the  Nation,  plus  the  dan¬ 
gers  inherent  in  a  policy  of  scarcity, 
clearly  supports  the  committee’s  position 
in  this  matter. 
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RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administra¬ 
tion  was  established  by  Executive  Order 
7037  of  May  11,  1935,  to  make  loans  for 
extension  of  centr^  station  electric 
service  to  unserved  rural  people.  It  was 
continued  by  the  Rural  Electrification 
Act  of  May  20,  1936,  and  became  part  of 
the  IDepartment  of  Agriculture  on  July 
1,  1939,  xmder  Reorganization  Plan  II. 
On  October  28,  1949,  Public  Law  423 
amended  the  act  to  authorize  loans  for 
furnishing  and  improving  rural  tele¬ 
phone  service. 

Electric  and  telephone  construction 
loans  are  self-liquidating  within  a  period 
not  to  exceed  35  years  at  2  percent  in¬ 
terest. 

The  budget  estimate  of  $304  million  is 
included  in  the  blU  for  rural  electrifica¬ 
tion  loans.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $10  mil¬ 
lion  below  the  1968  authorization.  With 
an  estimated  carryover  of  approximately 
$41  million  of  imused  prior  year  fimds, 
a  total  of  $345  million  wlU  be  available 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year  compared  to  a 
lending  level  of  $350  million  in  fiscal  year 
1968.  Based  on  previous  experience,  all  of 
these  loans  will  be  repaid  to  the  Treas¬ 
ury.  They  do  not  represent  an  imre- 
covered  expenditure  as  do  the  regular 
operating  programs  of  the  Government. 

Testimony  from  the  REA  Administra¬ 
tor  and  representatives  of  the  electric 
cooperatives  indicates  that  the  demand 
for  electrification  loans  in  the  next  fiscal 
year  will  be  in  excess  of  $700  million — 
double  the  amoimt  available.  One  of  the 
principal  reasons  for  this  large  demand 
is  that  electricity  now  substitutes  on  the 
farm  for  labor  which  is  no  longer  avail¬ 
able.  The  modem  farm  is  a  highly  auto¬ 
mated  and  electrified  operation. 

Because  of  the  general  fiscal  situation, 
however,  the  committee  is  unable  to  rec¬ 
ommend  electrification  loan  funds  in 
excess  of  the  budget  request.  In  view 
of  the  urgent  need  for  additional  dis¬ 
tribution  facilities,  therefore,  it  is  essen¬ 
tial  that  generation  and  transmission 
loans  be  held  to  a  minimum  in  the  com¬ 
ing  year.  The  committee  recognizes  the 
importance  of  the  availability  of  G.  &  T. 
loan  funds  to  the  bargaining  positions  of 
the  REA  cooperatives.  It  does  not  feel, 
however,  that  this  position  will  be  weak¬ 
ened  by  a  careful  policy  in  regard  to  such 
loans. 

In  this  connection,  it  should  be  noted 
that  REA-financed  generating  plants 
represent  only  1.4  percent  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  total  electric  generating  capacity. 
It  is  also  significant  to  note  that  in  fiscal 
year  1966  REA  systems  purchased  34.2 
percent  of  their  power  reqmrements 
from  Investor -owned  companies,  39.7 
percent  from  Federal  agencies  such  as 
TVA  and  Interior  Department  power¬ 
marketing  agencies,  and  6.5  percent  from 
non-Federal  public  suppliers.  Only  19.6 
percent — one-fifth — of  REA  power  was 
supplied  by  REA-financed  generating 
plants. 

An  appropriation  of  $120  million,  the 
full  budget  estimate,  is  included  for  rural 
telephone  loans.  This  is  a  reduction  of 
$600,000  in  the  1968  authorization.  With 
an  estimated  carryover  of  $5.8  million 
from  prior-year  balances,  a  total  of  near¬ 


ly  $126  million  will  be  available  for  tele¬ 
phone  loans  in  the  next  fiscal  year. 

Economy  pressures  make  It  impos¬ 
sible  to  Increase  the  authorization  for 
telephone  loans,  despite  the  fact  that  ap¬ 
plications  are  expected  to  total  arormd 
$460  million  in  the  coming  year — nearly 
4  times  the  amoimt  provided. 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

Pursuant  to  the  Consolidated  Farmers 
Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  a  di¬ 
rect  loan  account  was  established  in  fiscal 
year  1962.  Collections  of  principal  and 
Interest  on  loans  outstanding  are  de¬ 
posited  in  the  direct  loan  account  and 
are  available  for  principal  and  interest 
payments  on  borrowings  from  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  and  for  making 
additional  loans  for  farm  ownership,  soil 
and  water  conservation,  and  operating 
purposes.  Such  loans  may  be  made  only 
in  such  amoimts  as  may  be  authorized 
in  annual  appropriation  acts. 

As  of  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1968,  it  is 
expected  that  this  account  will  have  a 
balance  of  $803,402,708.  This  amoimt, 
together  with  expected  collections  of 
$357,639,000,  will  provide  total  loan  funds 
of  in  excess  of  $1,161  million  to  meet  the 
credit  needs  of  this  account  in  the  com¬ 
ing  fiscal  year.  As  will  be  noted  later  in 
this  report,  no  Income  will  be  available 
from  the  sale  of  participation  authoriza¬ 
tions  in  the  next  fiscal  year,  since  author¬ 
ity  for  such  sales  has  not  been  approved. 

From  this  amount,  the  bill  provides 
loan  authorizations  of  $337,900,000,  in¬ 
cluding  $83  million  for  real  estate  loans, 
$250  million  for  operating  loans,  and 
$4,900,000  for  soil  conservation  loans. 
These  are  the  amounts  proposed  in  the 
1969  budget.  They  are  $79,600,000  below 
the  amounts  authorized  in  the  1968 
appropriation  bill. 

The  committee  has  gone  along  with  the 
reduced  budget  levels  for  these  loan  pro¬ 
grams  very  reluctantly.  The  shortage  of 
operating  loan  funds  is  a  matter  of  great 
concern  to  farmers  and  their  agri-busi¬ 
ness  associates  throughout  the  Nation. 
With  a  loan  level  of  $275  million  in  fiscal 
year  1968,  after  the  freeze  of  $25  million 
by  the  executive  branch,  operating  loan 
funds  were  exhausted  in  many  States 
before  the  spring  planting  season  began. 
As  of  the  end  of  February  1968,  eight 
States  were  completely  out  of  operating 
loan  funds  and  13  others  had  virtually 
exhausted  their  funds.  This  situation  has 
become  even  more  critical  since  that 
time.  With  mandatory  budget  cuts  and 
expenditure  ceilings,  however,  this  sit¬ 
uation  cannot  be  corrected  in  this  bill. 

■ntle  X  of  Public  Law  89-117— Hous¬ 
ing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of 
1965 — approved  August  10,  1965,  amends 
title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  establishment  of  a  rural 
housing  direct  loan  account.  This  amend¬ 
ment  also  authorizes  the  transfer  to  the 
rural  housing  direct  loan  account  of: 
First,  all  funds,  claims,  notes,  mortgages, 
contracts,  and  property,  and  all  collec¬ 
tions  and  proceeds  therefrom  under  the 
direct  loan  provisions  of  title  V  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1949  and  any  unexpended 
balances  of  amounts  borrowed  from  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  under  section 
511  of  the  act;  and  second,  all  unex¬ 
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pended  balances  of  appropriations  for 
direct  loans  under  title  V  including  funds 
authorized  for  direct  elderly  rental  hous¬ 
ing  loans  by  section  515(a)  of  the  act. 

It  is  estimated  that  as  of  June  30, 

1968,  this  direct  loan  account  will  have 
an  unused  balance  of  $427,162,934.  Esti¬ 
mated  collections  of  $65  million  will  pro¬ 
vide  a  total  of  over  $492  million  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  more  than 
adequate  to  finance  the  $15  million  of 
loan  authority  approved  in  this  bill.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  authority  for  additional 
participation  sales  in  fiscal  year  1969  has 
not  been  included  in  the  bill. 

The  committee  Is  concerned  about  the 
administration’s  policy  which  requires 
farmers  to  put  up  far  greater  security 
for  housing  or  other  loans  than  other 
rural  borrow'ers.  In  one  such  Instance 
which  came  to  the  committee’s  attention 
recently,  it  was  demanded  that  the  bor¬ 
rower  mortgage  his  entire  250  acres  of 
land  to  obtain  a  $4,000  loan,  even  though 
other  rural  borrowers  were  required  to 
mortgage  only  several  acres  of  their  land 
as  security. 

This  policy  was  established  in  earlier 
years  when  FHA  was  limited  to  loans  for 
faimhouses  on  farm  properties.  Now  that 
FHA  is  also  authorized  to  make  loans  on 
rural  properties,  not  merely  farm  prop¬ 
erties,  this  policy  should  be  changed. 
Faimers  Home  Administration  should 
require  adequate  and  proper  security  for 
its  loans.  Such  security  should  be  reason¬ 
able,  however,  and  should  be  consistent 
with  collateral  required  on  other  types 
of  loans.  Great  inequities  can  result  from 
the  present  unrealistic  policy  in  this 
regard. 

Authority  for  the  proposed  sale  of  $425 
million  of  participation  certificates  is  not 
recommended  for  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
As  noted  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  for 
the  direct  loan  programs,  large  unused 
carryover  balances  are  expected  as  of 
June  30,  1968,  and  again  as  of  June  30, 

1969. 

Rural  water  and  waste  disposal  grants : 
This  new  program  was  established  by 
subtitle  A  of  the  legislation  adopted  last 
session — Public  Law  89-240 — to  provide 
grants  for  the  development  of  water  or 
sewer  systems  in  rm-al  areas.  The  amount 
of  the  grant  may  not  exceed  50  percent 
of  the  total  cost  of  the  project. 

An  appropriation  of  $28  million  iS  pro¬ 
posed  for  the  coming  year,  the  actual 
funding  level  for  fiscal  year  1968.  This  is 
an  increase  of  $750,000  in  the  1969 
budget  request  and  a  decrease  of  $2  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  1968  appropriation  level. 

This  reduction  below  1968  funds  has 
been  approved  by  the  committee  to  con¬ 
form  to  the  general  pattern  of  holding 
to  the  1968  actual  operating  level,  de¬ 
spite  the  large  unmet  demand  through¬ 
out  the  Nation  for  water  and  waste  dis¬ 
posal  loans  and  grants.  It  seems  imwlse 
to  the  committee  to  spend  increasing 
millions  of  dollars  on  pollution  control 
through  other  Federal  programs,  while 
reducing  funds  under  this  heading  which 
will  cut  down  on  the  actual  pollution  of 
water  supplies,  village  by  village. 

For  salaries  and  expenses,  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $57,641,000  is  proposed  in  the 
bill  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  a  decrease 
of  $1,491,000  in  the  1969  budget  esti- 
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mate.  The  increase  of  $1,653,000  over  the 

1968  appropriation  is  provided  to  meet 
salary  increases  which  accrued  in  fiscal 
year  1968.  In  addition  to  the  sum  pro¬ 
posed,  transfers  from  other  accounts 
have  been  approved  in  the  amounts  rec¬ 
ommended  in  the  1969  budget,  which  pro¬ 
vides  a  total  of  $60,391,000  available  for 
this  purpose  in  fiscal  year  1969. 

The  size  and  scope  of  the  various  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  have  been  increased  tremendously  in 
recent  years.  The  number  and  size  of 
loans  and  collections,  both  direct  and  in¬ 
sured,  continue  to  increase.  The  need  for 
increased  supervision  of  these  loans  in¬ 
creases  as  credit  becomes  tighter,  as  costs 
of  production  Increase,  and  as  the  net  re¬ 
turn  from  farming  goes  down.  Also,  the 
major  responsibility  for  the  rural  com¬ 
munity  development  function  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  was  assigned  to 
this  agency  several  years  ago.  New  pro¬ 
grams,  such  as  water  facilities  loans  and 
grants,  and  rural  renewal  activities  have 
been  added  to  the  long  list  of  programs 
administered  by  this  organization. 

While  additional  funds  are  needed  to 
fully  meet  the  responsibilities  of  this 
agency  in  the  coming  year,  the  commit¬ 
tee  is  unable  to  include  them  in  this  bill 
under  its  very  restricted  approach  to  the 

1969  budget. 

FEDERAL  CHOP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

The  Federal  Crop  Insmmice  Corpora¬ 
tion  is  a  wholly  owned  Government  cor¬ 
poration  created  February  16,  1938,  to 
carry  out  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance 
Act.  Its  purpose  is  to  promote  the  na¬ 
tional  welfare  by  improving  the  economic 
stability  of  agriculture  through  a  sound 
system  of  crop  insurance  and  providing 
the  means  for  research  and  experience 
helpful  in  devising  and  establishing  such 
insm'ance. 

Crop  insurance  offered  to  agricultural 
producers  by  the  Corporation  provides 
protection  from  losses  caused  by  un¬ 
avoidable  natural  hazards,  such  as  insect 
and  wildlife  damage,  plant  diseases,  fire, 
drought,  flood,  wind,  and  other  weather 
conditions.  It  does  not  indemnify  pro¬ 
ducers  for  losses  resulting  from  negli¬ 
gence  or  failure  to  observe  good  farming 
practices. 

An  appropriation  of  $10,487,000,  plus 
authority  to  use  $2,850,000  premium  in¬ 
come,  is  recommended  for  the  next  fiscal 
year.  This  provides  a  total  of  $13,337,000 
which  is  the  1968  actual  operating  level. 
The  increase  of  $279,000  over  the  1968 
appropriation  level  is  needed  to  cover 
1968  Pay  Act  increases. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

Tire  Corporation  was  organized  Octo¬ 
ber  17,  1933,  under  the  laws  of  the  State 
of  Delaware,  as  an  agency  of  the  United 
States,  and  was  managed  and  operated 
in  close  affiliation  with  the  Reconstruc¬ 
tion  Finance  Corporation.  On  July  1, 
1939,  it  was  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  by  the  President’s 
Reorganization  Pain  No.  1.  On  Jxrly  1, 
1948,  it  was  established  as  an  agency  and 
instrumentality  of  the  United  States 
under  a  permanent  Federal  charter  by 
Public  Law  80-806,  as  amended.  Its  op¬ 
erations  are  conducted  pursuant  to  this 
charter  and  other  specific  legislation. 


The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
engages  in  buying,  selling,  lending,  and 
other  activities  with  resp^  to  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities,  their  products,  food, 
feeds,  and  fibers.  Its  purposes  include 
stabilizing,  supporting,  and  protecting 
farm  income  and  prices;  assisting  in  the 
maintenance  of  balance  and  adequate 
supplies  of  such  commodities:  and  facili¬ 
tating  their  orderly  distribution.  The 
Corporation  also  makes  available  ma¬ 
terials  and  facilities  required  in  cormec- 
tion  with  the  production  and  marketing 
of  such  commodities. 

The  Corporation  is  managed  by  a 
Board  of  Directors  appointed  by  the 
President  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate, 
subject  to  the  general  supervision  and 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  who  is  ex  officio,  a  Director  and 
Chairman  of  the  Board.  In  addition,  it 
has  a  bipartisan  Advisory  Board  of  five 
members  appointed  by  the  President  to 
survey  the  general  policies  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration  and  advise  the  Secretary  with 
respect  thereto. 

Personnel  and  facilities  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Stabilization  and  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service,  ASC  State  and  county  com¬ 
mittees,  and  other  USDA  agencies  are 
used  to  carry  out  Corporation  activities. 

The  Corporation  has  an  authorized 
capital  stock  of  $100  million  held  by  the 
United  States  and  authority  to  borrow 
up  to  $14.5  billion.  Funds  are  borrowed 
from  the  Federal  Treasury  and  may  also 
be  borrowed  from  private  lending  agen¬ 
cies.  In  connection  with  loan  guaran¬ 
tees,  the  Corporation  reserves  a  suffi¬ 
cient  amount  of  its  borrowing  authority 
to  purchase  at  any  time  all  notes  and 
other  obligations  evidencing  loans  made 
by  lending  agencies  or  certificates  of 
interest  issued  in  connection  with  the 
financing  of  price-support  operations. 
All  bonds,  notes,  debentures,  and  simi¬ 
lar  obligations  issued  by  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  are  subject  to  approval  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury  as  required  by 
the  act  of  March  8,  1939 — 15  U.S.C. 
713a-4. 

A  total  appropriation  of  $3,188,112,500 
is  included 'in  Uie  bill  to  restore  capital 
Impairment  incurred  during  fiscal  years 
1966  and  1967.  Of  this  amount,  $350,- 
467,000  is  provided  to  liquidate  contract 
authorization  established  in  fiscal  year 
1968  to  meet  the  total  needs  of  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  new  obligational  authority  rec¬ 
ommended  is  $460,393,500  less  than  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  1969  budget.  In  view  of 
testimony  from  the  Administrator,  Agri¬ 
cultural  Stablization  and  Conservation 
Service,  which  indicates  that  an  imused 
balance  of  around  $2  billion  will  be  on 
hand  at  the  end  of  the  1969  fiscal  year, 
this  reduction  seems  entirely  reasonable 
and  appropriate. 

For  Public  Law  480,  the  bill  for  next 
year  iincludes  a  total  of  $300  million,  in¬ 
cluding  $100  million  for  long-term  cred¬ 
it  sales  for  dollars  imder  title  I  and  $200 
million  for  donations  xmder  title  H. 
While  this  is  a  reduction  of  $618,143,000 
tn  the  1969  budget  request,  it  should  be 
noted  that  a  total  of  $1,172,857,000  will 
be  available  for  these  programs  in  fiscal 
year  1969,  including  $342,600,000  due  to 
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expected  receipts  from  the  sale  of  for¬ 
eign  currencies  and  loan  repayments, 
$530,257,000  of  prior  year  unused  bal¬ 
ances  which  will  be  available  in  1969,  and 
$300  million  new  moneys  carried  in  this 
bill. 

These  programs  contribute  nothing  to 
our  balance-of-payments  deficit.  In  fact, 
they  probably  add  to  such  deficits  since 
they  have  a  tendency  to  substitute  dona¬ 
tions  and  sales  for  foreign  currencies 
for  the  regular  commercial  dollar  sales. 
Under  today’s  conditions,  with  an  urgent 
need  for  additional  foreign  exchange 
from  sales  for  dollars,  and  with  increas¬ 
ing  financial  pressures  on  our  Federal 
budget,  the  committee  feels  that  large 
expenditures  imder  Public  Law  480  are 
not  justified — particularly  when  such 
expenditures  are  made  at  the  expense 
of  the  various  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  programs  needed  to  preserve  the 
natural  resources  here  in  our  own  coun¬ 
try. 

My  friends,  we  brought  this  bill  here 
with  all  these  things.  We  get  all  of  this, 
including  the  food  stamp,  and  school 
lunch  programs,  protection  from  pests 
and  diseases,  and  preservation  of  our 
resources  of  less  than  4  percent  of  our 
national  budget.  If  we  have  ever  heard 
of  a  bargain,  we  are  getting  it  in  this 
bill. 

I  know  I  can  count  on  the  support  of 
those  within  sound  of  my  voice,  and  I 
hope  others  will  also  realize  as  we  pro¬ 
ceed  in  this  debate  today  that  here  is 
the  key,  not  only  to  our  well-being  as 
persons,  but  to  our  economic  well-being 
as  a  nation.  We  are  dealing  with  a  bill 
that  costs  the  Government  less  than  4 
percent  of  its  total  budget,  which  is  a 
mighty  good  bargain. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  15  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  who  pre¬ 
ceded  me  in  the  well,  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  our  subcommittee,  has  writ¬ 
ten  a  very  fine  report,  and  every  Member 
should  either  read  it  or  retain  it  in  your 
research  file  for  it  does  embody  a  great 
deal  of  good  valuable  information  tn  it. 

I  think  Members  should  know  the 
guidelines  which  we  followed  in  marking 
up  this  bill.  We  felt  it  essential  to  keep 
ourselves  within  the  expenditure  limita¬ 
tion  that  we  imposed  upon  ourselves  for 
the  fiscal  year  1968,  or  the  expenditure 
level  that  prevailed  In  fiscal  year  1967 — 
not  necessarily  the  lower  of  the  two,  but 
the  one  which  our  committee  in  its  wis¬ 
dom,  or  lack  of  it,  felt  was  the  most  ap¬ 
propriate  figure  to  follow. 

Then,  as  the  chairman  has  pointed  out, 
in  our  overall  reduction  here  from  the 
budget  of  $1,111,444,300,  that  is  made 
up  in  the  main  of  three  principal  items. 
The  biggest  one  is  $618,000,000  in  the  re¬ 
duction  of  Public  Law  480  sales.  The  sec¬ 
ond  biggest  item  is  $460,000,000  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  restoration  of  the  capital 
losses  of  CCC. 

This  is  not  a  phony  cut.  With  the  testi¬ 
mony  we  have  had  before  our  committee, 
I  am  satisfied,  and  I  think  other  members 
of  the  subcommittee  are,  that  there  will 
still  be  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year 
roughly  $2  billion  cushion  with  which  to 
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operate.  Of  course,  those  who  are  knowl¬ 
edgeable  in  this  area  know  that  on  some 
occasions  the  Department  can  make  as 
much  as  $200  million  in  loans  in  any 
one  day.  It  is  a  big  operation.  The  CCC 
is  capitalized  at  $14.5  billion,  and,  of 
coiu'se,  it  has  to  do  with  the  administer¬ 
ing  of  the  price  support  program  for  all 
these  commodities  and,  of  course,  the  sale 
and  distribution  abroad.  So  it  is  a  big 
operation  and  it  is  a  sizable  cut,  and 
they  can  live  with  it. 

The  other  cut  was  in  the  $425  million 
item  in  which  we  wiped  out  altogether 
the  sales  participation  certificates.  Last 
year  that  was  approximately  $725  mil¬ 
lion.  This  year  the  administration  re¬ 
quested  $425  million.  We  are  all  aware 
of  the  dialog  we  have  had  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  on  a  number  of  bills  with 
respect  to  the  sales  participation  certifi¬ 
cate.  We  just  did  away  with  them  all, 
and  I  think  that  will  be  possibly  the  rule 
of  thumb  for  the  balance  of  the  appro¬ 
priations  committees  coming  before  us. 
I  hope  so. 

On  the  increases,  the  significant  one, 
the  largest  one,  is  $120  million  over  the 
budget  in  the  ACP  program.  These  are 
those  lime  phosphate  pasunents  to  indi¬ 
vidual  farmers  around  the  country. 
They  can  take  down  stone  fences  and 
plant  trees  with  Federal  assistance. 
They  are  conservation  practices  in  which 
the  individual  farmer  participates.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  the  farmer  antes  up  in 
a  cost-sharing  arrangement  with  the 
the  Government. 

A  number  of  years  ago,  when  a  budget 
proposal  was  sent  to  us  about  $100  mil¬ 
lion  or  $150  million  less  than  the  going 
expenditure  rate  of  about  a  quarter  bil¬ 
lion  dollars,  I  offered  an  amendment  to 
hold  to  that  budget  figure,  and  we  have 
been  rolled  time  and  time  again  because, 
I  believe,  in  some  of  those  New  England 
States,  as  an  example,  where  they  do  not 
have  an  opportunity  to  participate  much 
In  the  fai-m  program,  that  is  one  of  the 
areas  where  they  do  have  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  participate. 

We  settled  on  the  ciirrent  fiscal  year 
expenditure  rate  for  this  item  at  $220 
million. 

The  second  biggest  item  of  Increase, 
$40  million,  is  for  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram.  I  should  tell  our  city  brothers  that 
is  full  funding  under  the  budget  request 
for  the  food  stamp  program.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  with  their  carryover  of  unused 
funds  from  this  year  it  will  really  reflect 
an  increase  in  the  food  stamp  plan  of 
$63  million  in  fiscal  year  1969  over  fiscal 
year  1968.  There  is  certainly  an  adequate 
amount  there,  although  in  the  total  fig¬ 
ure  of  $225  million,  we  are  retaining  $25 
million  in  a  reserve  account  to  make  ab¬ 
solutely  sure  that  they  clean  up  some  of 
their  bad  practices  in  administering  this 
program. 

A  third  significant  item  of  increase  is 
an  aggregate  of  about  $31  million  on 
conservation  practices,  to  which  our 
chairman  alluded  in  the  course  of  his 
remarks. 

Last  is  the  $29  million  increase  for 
meat  mspection  under  the  consumer  as¬ 
pects  of  the  bill. 

It  is  very  interesting  that  when  the 
bill  was  debated  on  the  floor  last  year. 


calling  for  additional  meat  inspectors, 
we  made  the  prediction  that  the  bill  was 
going  to  cost  in  the  neighborhood  of 
some  $30  million  within  a  year’s  time.  We 
were  going  to  be  hiring  a  host  of  new 
inspectors,  and  for  what  we  were  not  al¬ 
together  sure,  but  the  House  got  caught 
up  in  this  and  went  along,  so  here  we  are 
in  the  first  year  anteing  up  an  additional 
$26  million  increase  for  this  meat  inspec¬ 
tion  item. 

Incidentally,  that  calls  for  1,062  addi¬ 
tional  meat  inspectors.  It  was  kind  of 
interesting,  when  we  got  to  that  point. 
I  inquired  as  to  just  what  was  required 
to  get  a  meat  inspector. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  if  anyone  believes 
that  food  is  going  to  be  so  much  better 
now,  after  we  have  enacted  this  law  and 
provided  many  additional  inspectors,  the 
record  discloses  that  to  get  an  inspector 
on  the  line  all  he  needs,  really,  is  30  days’ 
training.  Oh,  they  would  like  to  have  ap¬ 
plicants,  however,  who  have  been  ac¬ 
customed  to  being  around  animals.  I 
posed  the  question,  “How  would  the  fam¬ 
ily  dog  do?”  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is 
quite  conceivable  that  one  could  take  any 
person  who  has  been  around  the  family 
dog  for  2  years,  take  him  off  the  street 
and  offer  him  the  starting  salary,  at 
grade  7,  which  is  $6,700  a  year,  and  give 
him  a  30-day  training,  and  he  will  be  on 
the  line,  in  a  very  nanpw  area,  called  a 
meat  inspector. 

I  am  not  so  sure  that  all  the  things 
we  do  in  haste,  trying  to  protect  the  con¬ 
sumer  from  this  and  from  that,  result  in 
our  having  done  such  a  marvelous  job, 
and  we  are  paying  for  it  in  this  bill. 

Incidentally,  on  that  food  stamp  plan 
for  those  increases  that  we  are  voting, 
it  takes  another  616  man-years  that  we 
have  to  provide  in  additional  personnel, 
with  again  personal  costs  necessary  to 
administer  that  particular  program. 
Even  with  those  increases  in  personnel 
and  the  other  amounts  which  we  have 
held  In  line  and  even  cut  back,  the  de¬ 
partment  is  still  going  to  be  required  to 
cut  back  over  1,000  man-years  in  other 
activities  in  order  to  live  within  this  bill 
that  we  have  brought  before  you  here 
today. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chaii’man,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  is  making  a  very 
important  statement.  He  pointed  out 
something  that  not  only  the  House 
should  know,  but  the  country  as  a  whole 
should  know,  concerning  the  lack  of 
qualifications  needed  for  these  new  meat 
inspectors.  I  was  under  the  impression 
when  we  passed  this  legislation  that  we 
were  going  to  have  qualified  individuals 
inspecting  our  meat  and  that  there  was 
a  real  need  for  thorough  and  effective 
meat  inspection.  Now,  we  learn  that  in¬ 
dividuals  with  only  30-days  training  will 
be  put  to  work  performing  this  needed 
service. 

Under  the  statutes  of  some  of  our 
States,  these  people  have  to  be  veter¬ 
inarians.  The  gentleman  from  Illinois 
just  Informed  the  House  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  indicated  that 
they  are  hiring  persons  off  the  street 
who  are  “accustomed”  to  being  around 
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animals — and  the  gentleman  has  men¬ 
tioned  dogs  as  an  example  of  animals — 
and  within  30  days  are  supposed  to  be 
training  them  to  go  out  and  inspect 
meat.  I  wonder  if  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  not  breaking  faith  with 
the  Congress  and  the  people  in  not  now 
providing  the  public  with  the  type  of 
meat  inspection  we  believed  we  were 
going  to  get  at  the  time  the  legislation 
was  enacted.  Perhaps  at  the  time  we 
passed  the  meat  inspection  bill  we  should 
have  spelled  out  specifically  the  quali¬ 
fications  necessary  for  meat  Inspectors 
so  that  we  would  now  be  getting  what 
we  bargained  for. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  while 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  was  making 
the  point,  I  happened  to  turn  to  the  page 
in  the  hearings  where  we  develop  this 
a  little  further.  Specifically,  on  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  veterinarians,  the  total  number 
of  meat  inspectors  we  will  have  in  the 
year  1968  will  be  4,556  and  only  990  of 
these  will  actually  be  veterinarians  or 
what  you  would  consider  to  be  first-rate, 
bona  fide  meat  inspectors.  The  balance 
of  them  will  have  far  less  education  and 
background.  The  point  I  think  is  but¬ 
tressed  by  the  record. 

Mr.  LATTA.  The  administration  was 
getting  headlines  at  the  time  this  bill 
passed  as  it  was  to  assure  us  “clean 
meat.”  The  proponents  really  wanted  to 
protect  the  public  and  assure  them  clean 
meat.  Now  they  have  come  along  after 
the  publicity  has  been  laid  aside,  and 
propose  to  fill  these  new  inspector  jobs 
with  indirtduals  with  inadequate  train¬ 
ing  to  do  the  job  which  must  be  done. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  The  rate  of  pay,  actual¬ 
ly,  compared  to  some  of  the  starting 
schoolteachers’  pay  is  pretty  dam  good. 

Mr.  LATTA.  The  gentleman  men¬ 
tioned  $6,700  as  the  starting  salary.  We 
recently  passed  legislation  to  raise  the 
starting  salary  for  teachers  to  $7,000  and 
■policemen  and  firemen  to  $8,000.  Can  we 
conceivably  expect  to  hire  a  competent 
meat  inspector  for  $6,700? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  The  gentleman  makes  a 
good  point.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
submit  several  tables  at  this  point  and 
yield  to  my  colleagues  for  their  presen¬ 
tations  before  asking  questions. 

CCC  status  of  statutory  borrowing  authority 
as  of  Bee.  31,  1967  i 

Millions 

Statutory  borrowing  authority _ $14,  500.  0 

Summary  of  borrowing  authority 
in  use: 

Borrowings  from  U.S.  Treasury.  9,  771.  8 

Obligations  to  reedeem  certifi¬ 
cates  of  Interest  in  loan 
pools: 

Certificates  of  Interest  $1,736.7 

and  accrued  Interest  $20.7  1,  757.  4 


Total  borrowing  authority 


in  use -  11,529.2 


Net  statutory  borrowing  au¬ 
thority  available _  2,  970.  8 


Analysis  of  borrowing  authority  In 
use: 

Investment  in  price  support: 

Outstanding  loans _  2,  855.  S 

Inventories _  997. 0 


Total  Investment  In  price 
support . . .  3,352.3 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


May  1,  1968 

CCC  status  of  statutory  borrowing  authority 
as  of  Dec.  31, 1697  ' — Continued 


Millions 

Analysis  of  borrowing  authority  in 
use — Continued 
T7nreimbursed  realized  losses: 

Fiscal  year  1961 _  $1,  057.  0 

Fiscal  year  1966 _  1,  585. 1 

Fiscal  year  1967 _  3,813.6 


Subtotal,  prior  hscal  years.  6,  455.  7 
Fiscal  year  1968 -  2,  299.  3 


Total,  unreimbursed  real¬ 
ized  losses -  8,  755.  0 


Investment  in  special  activities 
(recoverable  program  costs 
not  covered  by  appropria¬ 
tions  to  date) : 

Military  housing  (Public  Law 


480)  _ _  60.  0 

Military  housing  (barter  and 

exchange)  _  32. 0 

National  Wool  Act _  1. 3 


Total  Investment  in  special 

activities _  83.  3 


Investment  in  other  activities: 

Cash _  .2 

Accounts  and  notes  receiv- 

I  able _  402. 9 

Fixed  assets  (net) _  29.  6 

Loan  to  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  _  30. 0 

Storage  facility  and  equip¬ 
ment  loans _  60.  8 

Wheat  marketing  certificates.  231.5 


CCC  status  of  statutory  borrowing  authority 
as  of  Dec.  31, 1697  > — Continued 

Millions 

Analysis  of  borrowing  authority  in 
use — Continued 

Investment  in  other  activities — Con. 


Other  assets _  $103.  7 


Total  Investment  in  other 

activities _  858.  7 


Total  Investment  in  price 
supp)ort,  unrelmbursed 
realized  losses,  ^}ecial 

and  other. activities _  13,  049.  3 

Less:  Financing  other  than  by 
use  of  borrowing  authority: 

Capital  stock _  loO.  0 


Special  activities: 

Advanced  from  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  for  conserva¬ 
tion  programs.  Sugar  Act, 


and  other  programs _  211.  5 

Amounts  for  deposit  to  the 

U.S.  Treasury _  1. 1 

Balance  of  appropriations  to 
reimburse  costs  of  spec- 
clal  activities _  931.  2 


Subtotal  _  1, 143.  8 

Other  trust  and  deposit  liabil¬ 
ities  -  118. 9 

Other  liabilities _  157.  4 


Total  financing  other  than  by 

use  of  borrowing  authority.  1,  520. 1 
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CCC  status  of  statutory  borrowing  authority 
as  of  Dec.  31, 1697  ’ — Continued 

Millions 

Analysis  of  borrowing  authority  in 
use — Continued 
Total  borrowing  authority  In 

use  - - $11,529.2 

»Vol.  1,  p.  377,  agriculture  appropriation 
hearings. 


STATUS  OF  BORROWING  AUTHORITY  AT  END  OF  FISCAL 
YEARS  1967,  1968,  AND  1969 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


1967  1968  1969 

actual  estimate  estimate 


Use  of  borrowing  authority: 
Investment  in  price  support: 


Inventory _ _ _ 

r,  868. 4 

974.1 

'991.8 

Total  investment _ 

3,361.5 

3,017.1 

2,864.9 

Unreimbursed  losses: 

1961 _ 

1966. _ _ 

1%7 _ 

1968  _ _ 

1969  _ _ _ _ 

1,057.0 
2,984.9 
3, 813. 6 

1,057.0 

1. 585. 2 
3,813.6 

3. 465. 3 

1, 057. 0 

1. 750.3 

3.465.3 
3, 440.  7 

Total  losses . . . 

7, 855.  5 

9,921.1 

9,713.3 

Total  above  items . . 

Capital  stock _ _ 

Other  (net) . . . 

11,217.0 

-100.0 

21.6 

12, 938. 2 
-100.0 
116.0 

12, 578. 2 
-100.0 
58.4 

Total  in  use _ 

11,138.6 
14,  500. 0 

12, 954. 2 
14,  500. 0 

12, 536. 6 
14, 500. 0 

Borrowing  authority . 

Balance  available _ 

3, 361. 4 

1,545.8 

1,963.4 

LOSSES  APPLICABLE  TO  APPROPRIATION  "REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES" 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


FISCAL  YEAR  1964 

Program  costs: 

Gain*  or  loss  on  sales . . 

Donations _ _ _ 

Storage  and  handling _ 

Transportation _ _ _ 

Commodity  export  payments. . . 

Acreage  diversion  payments _ 

Price-support  payments . . . 

Cotton  equalization  payments _ 

Reseal  loan  storage  pay  ments _ 

Other.— . - _ _ 

Total  program  costs _ _ 

)  Nonprogram  costs: 

Interest . . . . . 

Administrative  and  nonadministrative. 
Other _ _ _ 


Total  Feed  grains  Wheat  and  Upland  Rice  Soybeans  Dairy  Peanuts  Vegetable  All  other 
and  products  products  cotton  products  oils  commodities* 


*34.3 

638.0 

*46.3 

23.8 
179.9 

43.9 

*240. 3 
124.2 

176.7 

*0.2 

13.8 

*0.9 

71.3 

466.6 

6.8 

*0.2 

4.0 

.2 

.6 

*1.2 

5.6 

3.6 
3.2 

365.  4 
178. 1 
212.0  .. 

139.6 

110.6 
96.6 

114.6  - 

30.0 

4.4 

40.0 

.9 

.6  — 
38.8 

.1 

10.2 

14.7 

36.6 

.9 

.1 

760. 7 

646.1 

461. 6 

382.4 

79.2  - 

62.6  .. 

62.6 

79.2 

69.9 

9.3  - 

32.3 

♦.2 

•  *.5 

1.2  — 

.1 

*.4 

20.5  ... 

11.6 

2, 755. 6 

1,299.5 

433.3 

314.9 

53.9 

*.7 

599.0 

28.3 

4.6 

22.8 

412.1 

57.8 

1.3 


Total  nonprogram  costs . . . .  471.2 

Total  realized  losses,  1964 _ _  3, 226. 8 


FISCAL  YEAR  1965 


Program  costs: 

Gain*  or  loss  on  sales _ _ _  65. 5 

Donations _ _ _ _  374. 1 

Storage  and  handling _ _  311. 0 

Transportation . . 120.6 

Commodity  export  payments . . 98.7 

Acreage  diversion  payments . .  946.  6 

Price  support  payments . . . . . .  331 3 

Wheat  marketing  certificates  (net) _ _ *106.  6 

Cotton  equalization  payments  ^ _  435. 0 

Reseal  loan  storage  payments . .  82. 0 

Other . 15.3 


*36.  5  1. 3 

20.3  112.0 

169.  5  97. 9 

44.  9  57.  8 

_  11.1 

914. 1  32.  5 

282. 1  _ 

_  *106. 6 


72.7  8.7 

*.2  *.5 


73.9 

*.4 

12  4 

*1.5 

16.9 

185.0 

33.2 

3.2 

4.4 

.7 

.5  .... 
38.3  .... 

.2 

4.5 

10.0 

44.7 

51.2  - . . . . . . 

435.0  ... 

.5 . . . .  *.2 


14. 1  *.  1 

-  36. 4 

.6  .4 

.1  1.4 


15.7 


•2.2 

8.0 

4.0 

2.7 

.2 


Total  program  costs _ 

Nonprogram  costs: 

Interest  (net) . . 

Administrative  and  nonadministrative. 
Cost  of  research  (Public  Law  88-250). 
Other _ 


2,675.5  1,466.9  214.2  601.4 


303.7 

59.9 

2.6 

6.3 


51. 5  *  7  260. 9  30. 5  38. 1  12. 7 


Total  nonprogram  costs. . . .  372. 5 

Total  realized  losses,  1965 .  3, 048. 0 


Footnotes  at  end  of  tables. 


H3138 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


May  1,  1968 


LOSSES  APPLICABLE  TO  APPROPRIATION  "REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES”— Continued 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Total  Feed  grains  Wheat  and  Upland  Rice  Soybeans  Dairy  Peanuts  Vegetable  All  other 
and  products  products  cotton  products  oils  commodities 


FISCAL  YEAR  1966 

Program  costs; 

Gain*  or  loss  on  sales - - 

Donations . . . . 

Storage  and  handling . - . 

Transportation _ _ _ 

Commodity  export  payments...’ - 

Acreage  diversion  payments... . . 

Price  support  payments.. . 

Wheat  marketing  certificates  (net) . 

Cotton  equalization  payments  2 _ 

Reseal  loan  storage  payments . . 

Other . . . . 


•38.2 

•3.1 

•103. 7 

48.9 

316.5 

19.8 

107.4  ... 

234.7 

118.8 

67.4 

42.5 

171.7 

62.1 

91.4 

5.8 

208.2  ... 

159.  8  ... 

996.1 

841.6 

38.1 

116.4 

488.4 

430.8  .. 

57.6 

■160.0  ... 
332.2  ... 

•160.0  ... 

332.2 

68.5 

58.0 

10.5  ... 

29.7 

•1.0 

•.5 

1.5 

•0.3 _ 

. . .  8.6 

13.0 

•0.1 

•1.5 

11.9 _ 

_  130.7  ... 

42.3 

4.4 

.4 _ 

_  1.9 

.6  ... 

3.1 

.7 _ 

. . .  6.1 

.2 

2.6 

2.8 

42.4 

.4  3.8  ... 

1.8 

*.5  30.4  *.2  1':' 


Total  program  costs . . . . 

Nonprogram  costs: 

Interest  (net) . 

Administrative  and  nonadministrative. 
Cost  of  research  (Public  Law  88-260), 
Other - - - - 


2,647.8  1,527.0  210.4  604.9 


278.1 

51.8 

.9 

6.3 


55.1  .4  150.6  44.2  44.6  10.6 


Total,  nonprogram  costs. . . . .  337. 1 

Total,  realized  losses,  1966 . . . .  2,984.9 


FISCAL  YEAR  1967 

Program  costs: 

Gain*  or  loss  on  sales - - 

Donations _ 

Storage  and  handling _ 

Transportation _ 

Commodity  export  payments . . 

Acreage  diversion  payments _ 

Price  support  payments . . 

Wheat  marketing  certificates  (net)... 

Cotton  equalization  payments  2 _ 

Reseal  loan  storage  payments _ 

Other _ _ _ _ 


311.3 
183.9 

150.6 

117.7 

167.7 

872.3 
1,287.8 

275.7 
20.4 

44.2 

53.3 


•79. 5  *3. 7  386. 6  *0. 2  (3) 

10.7  53.6  . .  9.7  ... . 

76.5  30.0  37.2  .2  . 

55.6  49.4  3.0  .3  ... . 

_  107.  7 _  22. 0  . . 


541. 8  27. 1  303. 4 

798.6  - . .  489.2 

_  275.7  _ _ 

. . 20.  4 

37.3  6.9  . . 

*.4  .8  .3 


•2.2 

13.6 

•.7 

•2.6 

97.0 

(») 

11.2 

1.7 

1.2 

1.3 

4.2 

5.2 

,1 

1.6 

2.  5 
38.0 

*.  2  28. 8 


24.0 


Total  program  costs . . . . —  3,484.9  1,440.6  547.5  1,240.1  32.0  (2)  101.0  43.8  12.1  67.8 


Nonprogram  costs; 

Interest  (net) _ _ _ _  273.6 

Administrative  and  nonadministrative _  55. 1 


Total  nonprogram  costs . . .  328. 7 


Total  realized  losses,  1967 _  3,813.6 


FISCAL  YEAR  1968  ESTIMATED 


Program  costs; 

Gain*  or  loss  on  sales _ _ _ 

Donations _ _ _ 

Storage  and  handling _ 

Transportation.- . . . . 

Commodity  export  payments _ 

Acreage  diversion  payments . 

Price  support  payments . . 

Wheat  marketing  certificate  (net) _ 

Reseal  loan  storage  payments _ 

Other _ 

Total,  program  costs . . 

Nonprogram  costs; 

Interest  (net) . . . . 

Administrative  and  nonadministrative 
Cost  of  research  (Public  Law  88-250). 
Other . . . . . 


400.9 

252.8 

89.7 

36.6 

72.7 

•8.8 

7.2 

47.5 

4.8 

•10.8 

29.1 

401.4 

•1  .... 
10.1 
.1 

.4  .... 
2.0 

1.0 

.2 

•1.9 

201.6 

18.2 

•1 

3.0 

3.8 
2.1 

1.9 
30.7 

14.0 
18.6 
40.0  .. 

18.0 

2.0 

5.0 

8.8 

1.4 

.1  — . 

1.4 

888. 2 

634.2  ... 

254.0  ... 

937. 3 

326.3  ... 

611.0  ... 

346.  0  .. 

346.0  .. 

37.5 

7.2  .. 

43.9 

*.5  ... 

36.3  .— 

8.1 

3, 105. 6 

1, 041. 0 

444.1 

1,286.4 

12.5 

1.2 

213.5 

56.0 

1.3 

49.6 

300.8 

54.9 

3.7 

.3 


Total,  nonprogram  costs _ _ _ _  359. 7 

Total,  realized  losses  1968  (estimate) . . . .  3, 465. 3 


FISCAL  YEAR  1969  ESTIMATED 


Program  costs: 

Gain*  or  loss  on  sales _ _ 

Donations . . . 

Storage  and  handling.. . . 

Transportation _ _ _ 

Commodity  export  payments. . 

Acreage  diversion  payments _ 

Price-support  payments . 

Wheat  marketing  certificates  (net) _ 

Reseal  loan  storage  payments _ 

Other . . . . . . 

Total  program  costs _ _ _ 

Nonprogram  costs: 

Interest  (net) . . 

Administrative  and  nonadministrative 
Cost  of  research  (Public  Law  88-250) 
Other . 


•21.6  *17.7  *57.0  37.0  *.3 

273.3  8.1  30.6  _ _  11.1 

102.0  41.5  26.2  15.0  .2 

42.2  5.3  21.6  1.0  .4 


66.0  . .  38.0  .... 

905.  0  790.  0  .  115.  0 

1,265.0  625.0  . . .  640.0 

360.  0  _ _  360.  0  . 

60.8  47.9  12.9  .... 

45.  5 . . . 


3,098.2  1,500.1  432.3  808.0  11.4 


. . .  18.9  *7.4 

_  222.6  _ _ _ _ 

10.  0  6. 1  1.  4 _ 

2. 0  9. 4  .1  2. 0 


_ _  37.1  . . . 

12.0  238.1  57.5  5.4 


4.9 

.9 

1.6 

.4 

28.0 


8.4 

44.2 


282.1 

58.7 

1.4 

.3 


Total  nonprogram  costs . . . .  342. 5 

Total  realized  losses  1969  estimate . . . .  3, 440. 7 


staple  cotton,  tung  2  Cotton  equalization  payments  were  made  to  cotton  handlers,  mills,  buyers,  and  exporters. 
011,  linseed  oil,  rosin,  turpentine,  blended  food  products,  tobacco,  and  strategic  and  critical  *  Less  than  $50  000. 
materials.  •Denotes  gain. 
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GAIN  OR  LOSS  ON  SALES 
[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Feed 

grains 

Wheat 

Upland 

Dairy 

Vegetable 

All 

other 

Fiscal  year 

Total 

and 

products 

and 

products 

cotton 

Rice 

Soybeans 

products 

Peanuts 

oils 

commodi¬ 
ties  ' 

1964  . 

. .  *34.3 

•46.3 

•240. 3 

176.7 

•0.2 

•0.9 

71.3 

6.8 

•0.2 

•1.2 

1965  . 

_  65. 5 

•36.5 

1.3 

73.9 

•.4 

•1.5 

16.9 

14.1 

♦.1 

•2.2 

IQfifi  _ 

.  *38. 2 

•3.1 

•103. 7 

48.9 

•.3 

8.6 

13.0 

M 

•1.5 

1967  . 

311.3 

•79.5 

•3.7 

386.6 

•.2 

(0 

•2.2 

13.6 

•.7 

•2.6 

1968  (estimate) _ 

_  400.9 

•8.8 

•10.8 

401.4 

M 

•1.9 

18.2 

•.  1 

3.0 

1969  (estimate) . . . 

.  *21.6 

•17.7 

•57.0 

37.0 

•.3 

18.9 

•7.4 

4.9 

Total _ _ _ 

. .  683.6 

•191.9 

•414.2 

1, 124. 5 

•1.5 

*2.4 

92.7 

84.6 

•8.6 

.4 

1  Other  commodities  include  rye  mixed  feed,  dry  edible  beans,  flaxseed,  honey,  extra  long  *  Less  than  $50,000, 
staple  cotton,  tung  oil,  linseed  oil,  rosin,  blended  food  products,  tobacco,  and  strategic  and  criticat  "^Denotes  gain, 
materials. 


PAYMENTS  TO  FARMERS  IN  THE  CONTINENTAL  UNITED  STATES,  1950-67 


jin  millions  of  dollars] 


Conserva-  Sugar  Wool  Soil  bank  Feed  Wheat 


Year  tion  Act  pro-  program  grain  pro-  Cotton 

program  gram  program  gram 


1950  _  246  37  _ _ 

1951  _  246  40  _ _ — . 

1952  _  242  33  _ _ 

1953  _  181  32 . . - . 

1954  _  217  40  _ _ — . 

1955  . .  188  41  . . . . 

1956  .  220  37  54  243 

1957.— .  230  32  53  700 

1958  _  214  44  14  815 


aM 

Year 

Conserva¬ 

tion 

program 

Sugar 

Act 

Wool 

pro¬ 

gram 

Soil  bank 
program 

Feed 

grain 

program 

Wheat 

pro¬ 

gram 

Cotton 

Total  1 

283 

1959 _ 1. 

228 

44 

82 

323 

682 

286 

1960... . 

217 

50 

51 

370 

693 

275 

1961.. . 

230 

45 

56 

334 

772 

42 

1,484 

213 

1962, . . 

224 

54 

54 

304 

841 

253 

1,736 

257 

1963 _ 

222 

57 

37 

2  304 

843 

215 

1,686 

229 

1964 _ 

227 

67 

25 

199 

1,163 

3  438 

39 

2, 169 

554 

1965. . . 

215 

64 

18 

160 

1,391 

3  525 

70 

2, 452 

1,016 

1966 _ 

220 

60 

34 

145 

1,293 

3  679 

773 

*3, 266 

1,089 

1967  » _ 

226 

62 

29 

129 

865 

3  731 

932 

‘3, 071 

1  Includes  Great  Plains  conservation  payments  since  1958:  $1,000,000  in  1958,  $5,000  000  in 
1959,  $6,000,000  in  1960,  1961,  1962,  $8,000,000  in  1963,  $9,000,000  in  1964,  1965,  $11,000,000 
in  1966,  and  $12,000,000  in  1967. 

2  Includes  $6,000,600  under  land-use  adjustment  program.  Later  years  include  cropland  con¬ 
version  and  Appalachia  programs. 

3  Includes  mainly  the  value  of  marketing  certificates. 

‘  Includes  $51,000,000  under  cropland  adjustment  program  in  1966,  and  $85,000,000  in  1967. 


•  Preliminary. 

Note:  Details  may  not  add  to  totals  due  to  rounding.  Does  not  include  payments  to  farmers 
in  Alaska,  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  Virgin  Islands.  Wool  program  does  not  include  deductions  for 
wool  promotion  program. 

Source:  Economic  Research  Service,  USDA,  Mar.  11,  1968. 


(Mr.  LATTA  and  Mr.  MICHEL  asked 
and  were  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks.) 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
very  much  interested  in  the  farmers  of 
my  district  and  throughout  the  country. 
They  need  help — certainly  not  more  bu¬ 
reaucratic  controls  which  ai’e  gradually 
eliminating  the  opportunities  of  the 
farmers  of  this  country.  I  have  always 
supported  legislation  for  the  benefit  of 
our  fanners  and  I  am  interested  in  all 
the  programs  so  necessary  to  guarantee 
a  better  way  of  life. 

But,  today,  I  would  like  to  concentrate 
and  express  my  views  on  the  program  ac¬ 
tivities  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
and  of  the  appropriation  needs  of  that 
agency. 

I  am  also  interested  in  maintaining 
the  funds  for  the  agricultural  stabili2:a- 
tion  conservation  program,  as  well  as 
the  other  programs,  and  would  like  to 
see  these  restored  to  what  they  should 
be. 

As  you  probably  know,  upper  east 
Tennessee  is  primarily  a  rural  area.  In 
the  counties  I  represent,  agriculture  has 
been  and  continues  to  be  very  important. 
However,  in  the  Tri-Cities  area  we  are 
rapidly  becoming  industrialized.  Other 
coimties  of  my  district  are  expei’iencing 
an  accelerated  growth  of  industry  and 
other  forms  of  nonagricultural  expan¬ 
sion. 

As  a  result  of  these  developments,  and 
because  a  large  number  of  farms  are 
small,  many  of  our  rural  residents  have 
changed  from  family-type  farming  to  a 
system  of  industrial  employment  with 
part-time  farming.  These  farmers  grow 
cattle,  tobacco,  a  few  acres  of  com,  pas¬ 


ture,  hay,  and  home  gardens.  Money 
earned  in  factories  is  being  spent  on 
needed  conservation  practices  for  the 
farmland,  better  housing  and,  in  general, 
a  better  standard  of  living. 

The  population  in  my  district  is  rapid¬ 
ly  increasing.  In  many  places,  competi¬ 
tion  for  land  to  build  homes,  establish 
factories,  develop  subdivisions,  roads, 
and  lakes  for  recreation  is  veiT  keen,  and 
land  prices  are  extremely  high. 

Undoubtedly  these  examples  of  gi’owth 
and  change  in  my  congressional  district 
are  not  unlike  the  patterns  of  develop¬ 
ment  and  modem  trends  throughout  this 
great  land  of  ours.  Such  developments 
are  resulting  in  greatly  increased  de¬ 
mands  on  the  technological  skills  and 
services  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice.  The  SCS  has  recently  completed  spe¬ 
cial  soils  interpretations  for  use  in  more 
than  20  economic  development  plans  pre¬ 
pared  by  local  planning  commissions 
and  professional  consulting  organiza¬ 
tions.  They  also  have  an  almost  contin¬ 
uous  operation  in  supplying  special  data 
required  by  the  State  planning  commis¬ 
sion.  In  my  own  district,  the  SCS  people 
have  recently  prepared  special  infonna- 
tion  on  lands  for  selected  nonagi’icul- 
tural  uses  for  the  planning  commissions 
of  Johnson  and  Sullivan  Counties. 

The  foregoing  examples  typify  the  ex¬ 
panding  responsibilities  and  functions  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service.  These  have 
been  added  without  additional  appro¬ 
priations,  as  have  the  SCS  assignments 
for  the  farm-based  recreation  program, 
the  national  conservation  needs  inven¬ 
tory  and  radiological  monitoring  under 
our  mral  civil  defense  program. 

In  referring  to  some  of  the  nonagricul¬ 


tural  duties  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  I  do  not  intend  to  detract  one. 
iota  from  the  two  great  basic  programs 
carried  out  through  the  soil  conservation 
districts  and  the  watershed  districts  of 
my  State.  It  is  imperative  that  the  soil 
conservation  districts  continue  fully 
manned  and  vigorous,  especially  under 
the  present  conditions  of  increased 
changes  in  land  ownership  and  adjust¬ 
ments  to  new  land  uses.  SCS  needs  addi¬ 
tional  technicians  to  deal  with  these 
changes  and  to  cope  with  the  mounting 
problem  of  sediment  pollution  of  our 
streams  and  lakes.  The  soil  conservation 
district  supervisors,  who  contribute 
many  days  of  their  time  and  serve  with 
no  compensation,  are  exercising  magnifi- 
cant  leadership  and  guidance  in  their 
communities.  They  have  earned  our 
Government’s  undiminished  support  of 
their  efforts  toward  solving  our  complex 
land  and  water  resource  problems. 

Our  watershed  district  directors,  work¬ 
ing  hand  in  hand  with  soil  conservation 
district  supervisors,  are  achieving  lasting 
and  meaningful  control  and  manage¬ 
ment  of  our  water  resources  and  the  re¬ 
lated  lands.  They,  too,  serve  without  pay 
and  exercise  a  vital  influence  on  the 
'  economic  growth  of  our  communities. 

In  consonance  with  the  foregoing,  I 
wish  to  recommend  to  this  Committee 
that,  first,  the  conservation  operation 
funds  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
for  the  1969  budget  year  be  restored  to  at 
least  the  1967  level,  if  not  increased: 
second,  I  also  recommend  that  allocation 
of  funds  for  Public  Law  566  watershed 
planning  and  construction  for  the  1969 
budget  also  be  restored  to  at  least  a  level 
of  that  in  the  1967  budget. 
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I  urge  the  passage  of  H.R.  16913,  which 
embraces  the  school  lunch  program  and 
many  other  fine  provisions. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Smith]. 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wish  to  commend  the  committee  for  ap¬ 
proving  and  recommending  the  full 
amount  requested  for  meat  inspection. 

I  would  like  to  mention  this  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  quality  of  inspectors.  The 
Department  has  always  had  lay  inspec¬ 
tors  working  under  veterinarians.  There 
are  not  enough  veterinarians  in  the 
United  States  for  the  purpose  of  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  meat  inspection  law  without 
lay  helpers.  If  a  State  has  nothing  but 
veterinarians  doing  the  inspecting,  they 
are  not  doing  a  full  job  of  inspecting  be¬ 
cause  there  are  not  enough  of  them.  The 
Department  uses  lay  people  who  work 
under  the  supervision  of  veterinarians. 
It  is  my  estimation  that  the  requested 
1,000  new  ones  are  necessary  to  carry  out 
this  most  needed  work  and  aid  to  the 
veterinarians. 

Further,  Mr.  Chairman,  permit  me  to 
shock  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Illinois  in  saying  that  this  is  only  the 
beginning.  In  other  words,  in  future 
years  they  will  need  2,000  or  3,000  more. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  American  people 
have  been  bilked  out  of  close  to  $1  billion 
per  year  and  that  amount  will  increase 
over  the  years  if  we  do  not  require  ade¬ 
quate  inspection  and  labeling.  They 
have  been  bilked  out  of  this  amount  of 
money  by  the  sale  of  nonfederally 
inspected  meat  products  which  contains 
water,  flour,  foreign  materials,  animal 
skins,  undesirable  animal  parts,  and 
other  less  nutritious  and  on  occasion 
deleterious  products  which  the  consumer 
thought  was  meat  at  the  time  they 
purchased  it. 

However,  Mr.  Chairman,  by  having 
contained  in  this  bill  this  $26  million  for 
the  next  fiscal  year  and  eventually, 
probably  $50  or  $60  million,  the  Amer¬ 
ican  consumer  will  be  protected  from 
being  bilked  out  of  an  estimated  $1  bil¬ 
lion  through  inadequately  labeled  and 
handled  products.  After  all  the  con- 
siuners  and  the  taxpayers  are  one  and 
the  same  people.  I  think  spending  $26 
million  to  save  $1  billion  represents  the 
best  investment  the  country  could  make. 
I  want  to  commend  the  committee  for 
putting  into  this  bill  the  entire  amount 
which  was  requested  for  this  purpose  so 
the  law  can  be  fully  implemented. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Langen]. 

(Mr.  LANGEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BATTIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANGEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Montana. 

(Mr.  BATTIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BATTIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  cannot 
let  the  remarks  of  the  gentleman  from 


Iowa  [Mr.  Smith]  go  unanswered.  One 
of  those  regulations  under  this  Meat  In¬ 
spection  Act  which  they  have  promul¬ 
gated  right  now  would  allow  the  adver¬ 
tisement  of  certain  products  as,  for  in¬ 
stance,  “all-beef”  wieners,  which  could 
contain  25  percent  chicken  but  yet  ad¬ 
vertise  to  the  effect  that  it  is  all  beef  and 
not  require  any  label  to  show  the  actual 
content. 

Does  the  gentleman  feel  that  this  is 
being  fair  with  the  American  consumer 
under  the  bill  which  passed  the  House  or 
which  at  least  is  now  being  considered 
and  promulgated? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  sdeld? 

Mr.  LANGEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  The  new  law  and 
the  regulations  which  are  being  promul¬ 
gated  require  that  the  product  be  ade¬ 
quately  labeled  before  it  is  permitted  to 
be  sold. 

For  instance,  under  the  State  laws,  for 
example  in  the  State  of  Montana,  they 
could  have  had  75  percent  flour  Instead 
of  the  meat  product. 

Mr.  BATTIN.  I  am  talking  about  the 
regulations  that  are  being  considered 
and  has  been  passed  upon  by  a  very 
close  vote. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Did  you  say 
“passed  on”? 

Mr.  BATTIN.  That  which  has  been 
passed  and  recommended  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  The  gentleman  is 
mistaken  about  that. 

Mr.  BATTIN.  During  the  week  of 
March  25,  1968,  the  Advisory  Committee 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  on  Con¬ 
sumer  Marketing  and  Meat  Inspection 
under  the  Wholesome  Meat  Act  met  and 
by  a  vote  of  7  to  5  with  five  members  of 
the  committee  not  voting,  approved  a 
recommendation  that  in  all  beef  wieners 
that  up  to  25  percent  of  the  material 
could  be  chicken  without  showing  this  on 
the  label.  Mr.  Archie  Wilson,  of  Montana, 
is  a  member  of  this  committee  and  ad¬ 
vised  me  of  the  result. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill 
before  us  has  been  very  eloquently  and 
precisely  explained  to  you  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  subcommittee, 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Whitten],  and  the  ranking  member,  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel]. 
They  have  covered  in  substantial  detail 
the  general  provisions  of  the  biU  and  its 
application  to  the  problems  of  agricul¬ 
ture,  as  well  as  the  great  number  of  in¬ 
terests  that  are  vested  in  this  bill  by  the 
general  public. 

Let  me  recommend  the  committee  re¬ 
port  to  every  Member  of  this  House,  as 
well  as  to  anyone  who  is  interested  in 
the  future  of  agriculture  and  the  many 
related  agencies  that  are  funded  by  this 
appropriation  bill.  The  committee  report 
describes  in  some  detail  many  of  the 
problems  involved  and,  more  important, 
sets  forth  explicitly  and  convincingly  the 
great  benefits  that  accrue  to  the  entire 
populace  from  the  efforts  of  American 
argiculture  and  the  producers  of  food 
and  fiber. 

I  want  to  discuss  with  you  briefly  some 
of  the  implications  that  are  becoming 
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inherent  in  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  related  agencies  appropriation 
bill.  As  every  year  goes  by,  this  bUl  bears 
a  greater  import  and  significance  to  the 
general  public.  It  also  typifies  the  effects 
of  the  fiscal  crisis  that  confronts  the 
Nation. 

It  is  only  during  recent  weeks  that  we 
have  begim  to  realize  the  significance  of 
the  need  for  reductions  in  the  total  ex¬ 
penditure  budget  of  this  Nation  and  the 
complexity  of  effecting  such  reductions. 
It  has  become  apparent  to  anyone  who 
has  directed  some  attention  to  our  pres¬ 
ent  economic  status,  whether  in  this 
country  or  in  foreign  countries,  that  we 
can  no  longer  afford  the  luxury  of  ever- 
expanding  deficits,  and  that  our  charge 
account  is  being  questioned.  Within  re¬ 
cent  weeks  it  has  become  known  that 
foreign  governments  and  other  foreign 
interests  have  entertained  ideas  of  dis¬ 
counting  the  American  dollar,  and  our 
prestige  as  a  world  economic  power  has 
substantially  deteriorated.  Many  have 
suggested  that  there  is  immediate  need 
for  us  to  get  our  fiscal  house  in  order 
by  substantial  reduction,  or  elimination, 
of  the  continuing  budget  deficits,  as  well 
as  the  deficits  in  the  balance  of  pay¬ 
ments.  The  full  impact  of  the  fiscal  mis¬ 
management  of  our  budget  during  re¬ 
cent  years  is  reflected  in  this  bUl. 

In  compliance  with  the  needs  for 
budget  reduction,  the  appropriations 
contained  in  this  bUl  respond  with  sub¬ 
stantial  authority  and  are  worthy  of  rec¬ 
ognition.  I  call  to  the  attention  of  the 
House,  as  has  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  that  it  represents  a  20- 
percent  decrease  in  the  1969  budget  as 
presented  to  the  Ctongress,  and  a  21- 
percent  reduction  below  the  funds  pro¬ 
vided  for  1968.  By  this  appropriation  bUl, 
agriculture  is  making  more  than  its  full 
share  of  contribution  toward  a  solution 
of  the  fiscal  crisis.  This  is  only  typical  of 
the  generous  manner  in  which  agricul¬ 
ture  has  always  responded  to  any  and  all 
of  the  crises  that  have  confronted  this 
Nation  over  the  years,  during  both  war 
and  peace. 

Your  committee  has  done  its  best, 
under  the  most  difficult  of  circumstances, 
to  meet  both  the  demands  of  the  budget 
and  the  needs  of  agriculture  in  this  bUl. 
The  experience  of  so  doing  gives  cause 
for  sincere  concern,  however,  and  raises 
some  very  serious  questions  relative  to 
the  approach  to  these  problems  as  rec¬ 
ommended  in  the  administration’s 
budget. 

I  have  already  mentioned  the  extent  to 
which  the  public  has,  each  year,  a 
greater  interest  in  these  appropriations. 
This  comes  about  because  of  expanded 
general  public  benefits  from  the  contin¬ 
uing  growth  and  addition  of  new  pro¬ 
grams.  The  committee  report  identifies 
the  wealth  of  programs  and  services  that 
are  of  benefit  to  the  consuming  public; 
such  as  the  food  stamp,  school  lunch, 
special  milk,  disease  and  pest  control, 
regulation  of  commodity  markets,  oper¬ 
ating  and  emergency  credit,  policing  of 
packers  and  stockyards,  soil  and  water 
conservation,  crop  reports,  marketing 
services,  and  licensing  and  control  of 
laboratory  animals — to  name  a  few  of 
them.  All  of  these  programs  respond  to 
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the  health  and  food  needs  of  the  public 
and  provide  services  that  are  of  general 
interest  and  benefit  to  everyone.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  there  are  a  great  number  of  long- 
range  programs  involving  the  conserva¬ 
tion  of  our  soil  and  water  resources,  to¬ 
gether  with  research  programs,  that  can 
provide  quantity  and  quality  foods  for 
the  future  and  an  assurance  that  pests, 
insectst  and  diseases  will  not  curtail  our 
ability  to  produce. 

In  giving  analysis,  however,  to  the 
funding  of  this  great  variety  of  Govern¬ 
ment  activity  and  services  as  adminis¬ 
tered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
there  are  some  rather  serious  conse¬ 
quences  that  follow.  Let  me  cite  a  typical 
example.  Congress,  during  recent  years, 
has  instigated  the  food.stamp  program, 
and  during  the  past  year  has  authorized 
a  greatly  expanded  meat  inspection  pro¬ 
gram.  Both  of  these  programs  have  been 
enacted  to  satisfy  the  demands  and  the 
needs  of  all  citizens.  In  the  appropriation 
bill  before  you,  as  has  already  been 
pointed  out,  these  programs  require  in¬ 
creases  of  $26,880,500  for  meat  and  poul¬ 
try  inspection,  and  $40  million  to  expand 
the  food  stamp  program.  Because  of  the 
present  requirements  to  limit  expendi¬ 
tures  and  to  hold  the  total  expenditures 
of  this  bill  below  last  year’s  expenditure 
levels,  this  of  course  can  only  mean  that 
other  expenditures  will  necessarily  have 
to  be  cut  back  by  an  equal  amount. 

This  is  exactly  what  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  budget  as  presented  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  committee  does.  Principally 
affected  were  such  items  as  Farmers 
Home  Administration  operating  loans, 
watershed  protection,  flood  prevention. 
Great  Plains  conservation  program,  and 
REA  loans. 

Because  of  the  concern  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  conservation  practices  and 
watershed  protection  and  flood  preven¬ 
tion  are  so  important  to  the  future  pro¬ 
tection  of  natural  resources,  your  com¬ 
mittee  has  done  its  best  to  restore  these 
funds  to  last  year’s  levels  when  respective 
carryovers  are  added. 

One  of  my  chief  concerns,  however,  re¬ 
lates  specifically  to  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  operating  loans.  It  is  to  be 
remembered  that  there  are  a  great  num¬ 
ber — 13  to  be  exact — of  different  loan  and 
grant  programs  that  are  administered 
by  the  Farmers  Home  Administration. 
These  are  as  follows:  Operating  loans; 
farm  ownership  loans;  emergency  loans; 
water  and  waste-disposal  systems;  rural 
housing  loans;  forestry  and  grazing 
loans — insured  loans;  watershed  loans; 
title  HI  of  Economic  Opportunity  Act 
loans  to  farmers  with  low  incomes — (a) 
Individuals,  (b)  cooperatives;  resource 
conservation,  and  development  loans — 
cooperation  with  SCS;  recreation  loans; 
rural  renewal  loans — small  program  in 
designated  coimties. 

Let  me  express  briefly  my  concerns  as 
they  apply  to  the  operating  loans.  These 
are  loans  that  have  served  farm  opera¬ 
tors  in  a  most  significant  and  excellent 
manner  during  the  past  several  years.  It 
should  also  be  said  that  the  farmers  par¬ 
ticipating  have  likewise  served  the  pro¬ 
gram  well.  These  loans  carry  an  Interest 
rate  at  5  percent,  and  the  repayment 
record  has  been  excellent.  I  believe  that 


the  records  would  indicate  that  the  losses 
have  been  substantially  less  than  1  per¬ 
cent. 

Many  of  the  farm  operations  today 
have  become  dependent  on  these  loans 
for  their  regular  operating  expenses. 
'They  have  become  increasingly  impor¬ 
tant  as  each  year  has  gone  by.  With  farm 
prices  declining,  and  the  parity  ration 
now  down  to  73  percent,  resulting  in  a 
drop  of  $500  during  1967  in  the  net  re¬ 
turn  per  farm,  these  loans  are  now  most 
necessary  and  in  great  demand.  Many  of 
our  good,  dependable  farm  opei'ators  who 
have  been  regular  customers  of  FHA  for 
operating  loans  each  spring  have  now 
encountered  great  financial  hardship. 
While  their  loans  have  been  approved, 
they  have  not  been  funded  because  of  the 
demands  exceeding  the  funds  available 
to  FHA. 

The  lack  of  available  moneys  this  year 
has  been  aggravated  because  even 
though  the  committee  last  year  provided 
a  total  of  $300  million  for  operating 
loans,  the  Budget  Bureau  has  seen  fit  to 
freeze  $25  million  of  this  money.  And  no 
amount  of  persuasion  up  to  this  point 
has  convinced  them  that  these  moneys 
could  be,  and  should  be,  released.  In  view 
of  that  experience  with  last  year’s  appro¬ 
priation,  it  then  becomes  perfectly  obvi¬ 
ous  that  even  greater  hardships  will  be 
incuiTed  in  the  coming  fiscal  year  with 
a  further  reduction  of  $25  million  in  the 
available  amount  of  money,  which  is 
what  was  recommended  in  the  budget. 

Your  committee  seriously  considered 
restoring  $50  million  to  this  fund  for 
the  purpose  of  making  available  the  same 
amount  of  money  that  the  committee 
considered  essential  last  year.  However, 
in  view  of  the  action  by  the  Budget  Bu¬ 
reau,  it  seemed  rather  futile  to  do  so 
because  imdoubtedly  those  moneys  would 
have  been  frozen  again.  It  is  for  this 
reason  that  your  committee  has  seen  fit 
to  include,  on  page  4  of  its  report,  in  the 
next  to  the  last  paragraph,  language 
which  points  out  this  problem  most  spe¬ 
cifically.  I  hope  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
may  respond  to  the  recommendation  by 
the  committee  to  review  the  loan  needs 
for  this  program  and  advise  the  Congress 
of  its  findings. 

A  budget  'recommendation  such  as 
those  we  have  just  discussed  can  only 
serve  to  the  complete  detriment  of  Amer¬ 
ican  agriculture,  for  which  Government 
must  take  the  full  responsibility.  The 
continuous  deficit  spending  program  has 
given  substantial  Impetus  to  inflation. 
With  farmers  being  the  largest  pur¬ 
chaser  of  goods  of  any  industry  in  the 
Nation,  inflation  adds  substantially  to 
their  costs  of  operation.  They  must  buy 
fuel,  fertilizers,  equipment,  repairs,  tires, 
and  innumerable  items  that  are  essen¬ 
tial  to  crop  production.  Knowing  these 
facts,  it  then  becomes  obvious  that  even 
if  the  same  farmers  were  to  request  loans 
for  the  exact  same  operations,  they 
would  need  larger  loans  this  year  than 
has  been  necessary  in  past  years.  And  so, 
of  course,  the  total  amount  of  money 
required  would  be  greater.  A  reduction 
of  $50  million  in  the  available  fxmds  for 
operating  loans  therefore  becomes  a  real 
hardship  to  many  operators  and  could 


well  mean  the  difference  between  the 
farm  continuing  to  operate  or  another 
family  that  might  be  forced  to  move  to 
the  city.  With  the  loss  of  more  than 
380,000  farms  during  the  last  4  years,  it 
would  seem  that  we  should  have  learned 
by  now  that  we  should  not  encourage  any 
more  such  migration. 

The  real  irony  of  this  matter  is  that 
these  hardships  have  been  created  be¬ 
cause  of  the  expansion  of  the  other  con¬ 
sumer  service  programs  over  which  the 
farmer  has  no  control. 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAN GEN.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
my  distinguished  colleague,  Mr.  An¬ 
drews. 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding,  and  I  would  like  to  associate 
myself  with  the  remarks  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Minnesota  on 
the  problems  facing  our  farmers,  because 
of  the  unconscionable  cuts  made  by  the 
President’s  budget  in  farmers’  ability  to 
receive  loans  from  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration. 

Actually,  there  are  several  factors  in¬ 
volved  in  this  intolerable  situation.  It 
becomes  a  double  disaster  to  the  farmers 
today  because  these  cuts  are  being  made 
at  the  same  time  that  the  local  banks  in 
agricultural  areas  of  America  have  been 
precluded,  because  of  the  tight  money 
situation,  from  maintaining  even  their 
normal  operating  loans  much  less  pick¬ 
ing  up  loans  the  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  has  been  making  for  quite 
so’me  time. 

So  the  situation  regarding  our  farmers 
is  even  more  critical  at  this  particular 
point  in  time  than  what  it  would  ordi¬ 
narily  be,  and  I  again  commend  the  gen¬ 
tleman  on  the  fight  that  he  has  made  in 
this  regard. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  kind  and  pertinent  remarks. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  LangenI  has  consumed 
10  minutes. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
additional  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  LangenI. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Will  the  gentleman  yield 
for  a  moment? 

Mr.  LANGEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
also  commend  the  gentleman  for  the 
statement  he  has  made  with  respect  to 
these  operating  loans.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  I  do  not  believe  I  am  breaching  any 
confidence  to  say  that  in  our  first  mark¬ 
up  of  the  bill  we  added  an  additional  $50 
million  for  that  purpose,  and  then  found 
out  that,  in  adding  up  oim  total  figures, 
there  was  no  way  of  keeping  within  the 
guideposts  which  we  had  originally  set 
out  for  ourselves,  and  had  to  come  back 
to  the  budget  figure.  But  I  am  just  as 
sure  as  we  are  standing  here  today  that 
there  will  have  to  be  a  supplemental  re¬ 
quest,  or  they  will  be  out  of  business. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  I  thank  my  colleague 
for  his  very  'pertinent  remarks,  and  he  is 
just  as  correct  as  can  be. 

We  did  make  the  attempt  to  Include 
$50  million  but  then  in  adding  up  the 
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total  amount  of  expenditures  and  having 
to  try  to  meet  the  requirements  of  stay¬ 
ing  below  a  total  which  is  acceptable  in 
the  present  budget  crisis,  it  became  nec¬ 
essary  to  take  them  out  again. 

It  is  for  this  reason  that  I  am  making 
the  point  that  it  is  because  of  the  eco¬ 
nomic  crisis  that  we  are  now  faced  with 
that  we  find  agriculture  in  these  further 
difficulties. 

I  do  not  think  anyone  would  want  to 
contemplate  the  eventual  result  to  agri¬ 
cultural  production  were  this  policy  and 
such  reductions  to  continue  for  the  next 
several  years.  It  could  have  only  one  re¬ 
sult — more  farms  going  out  of  produc¬ 
tion  because  of  a  lack  of  available  cred¬ 
it.  The  need  for  such  credit  is  further 
emphasized  by  the  fact  that  farm  mort¬ 
gages,  because  of  declining  prices  and 
necessary  increased  investments,  have 
increased  by  about  10  percent  a  year. 
With  an  increase  last  year  of  more  than 
$4  billion,  farm  mortgages  have  now 
reached  the  total  of  $50  billion,  which  is 
an  amoimt  far  greater  than  the  total 
national  budget  was  in  1951. 

Another  point  of  concern  to  future 
agricultural  markets  and  total  disposi¬ 
tion  of  agricultural  products  is  the  re¬ 
duced  amoimt  of  money  provided  for  the 
Public  Law  480  program.  While  the 
available  carryover  of  funds,  together 
with  appropriated  moneys,  should  pro¬ 
vide  a  program  under  titles  I  and  n  that 
is  commensurate  with  that  of  last  year 
and  the  diminished  supplies  of  agricul¬ 
tural  products  available,  it  still  has 
the  effect  of  limiting  the  total  food 
distribution  to  foreign  countries  in 
the  immediate  years  ahead.  Farm  mark¬ 
ets  have  been  further  depressed  by  the 
present  international  economic  factors 
that  have  caused  exports  to  drop  and 
imports  to  increase  during  recent 
months.  This  is  a  particularly  unfortu¬ 
nate  circumstance  for  agriculture  be¬ 
cause  it  has  over  the  years  made  a  great 
contribution  toward  alleviating  the  bal- 
ance-of-payments  problem.  As  I  recall 
the  testimony  before  the  committee  last 
year,  the  agriculture  import-export  re¬ 
lationship  was  such  that  it  made  a  more 
than  $500  million  contribution  to  the 
plus  side  of  the  balance  of  payments. 
Again  it  seems  that  another  one  of  the 
many  commendable  contributions  that 
agriculture  has  made  to  the  best  in¬ 
terests  of  the  entire  Nation  wiU  now, 
because  of  economic  factors  over  which 
farmers  certainly  have  no  control,  be  a 
detriment  to  them. 


All  of  these  factors  surely  do  not  pre¬ 
sent  an  encouraging  economic  picture  to 
an  agriculture  that  is  already  depressed. 
The  appropriations  provided  in  this  bill, 
I  am  sure,  do  not  bring  any  great  hope 
or  satisfaction  to  anyone  who  has  an 
interest  in  some  improvement  in  our  ag¬ 
ricultural  economy.  It  shall  not  be  my 
purpose  at  this  time  to  review  in  detail 
the  present  overall  economic  hardships 
that  have  caused  farmers  throughout 
the  Nation  to  register  a  multitude  of 
occurs  to  me,  however, 
that  with  parity  prices  dropping  another 
point  to  73  percent,  as  reported  by  the 
Department  on  the  15th  of  April,  that 
our  Nation  cannot  afford  any  further 
rescission  in  agricultural  prices. 


This  bill  offers  little  or  no  improve¬ 
ment,  and  in  its  final  reality  may  well 
serve  to  create  further  hardships  and 
even  lower  prices.  I  have  already  stated 
that  this  bill  ought  to  attract  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  all  of  our  citizens.  The  economic 
hardships  presently  confronting  Ameri¬ 
can  farmers  should  also  concern  them. 
The  Nation  cannot  afford  to  further  ex¬ 
pand  consumer  services  programs  at  the 
expense  of  the  economic  wellbeing  of 
agricultm’e  and  hope  to  continue  to  en¬ 
joy  the  luxury  of  being  the  best  fed 
Nation  in  the  world.  To  do  so  will  even¬ 
tually  result  in  programs  such  as  food 
stamps,  meat  inspection,  school  milk, 
and  others,  will  soon  find  that  a  quality 
and  quantity  of  food  will  not  be  sufficient 
to  supply  these  progi-ams.  This  can  only 
create  fm-ther  hardships  and  more  peo¬ 
ple  throughout  the  Nation  with  inade¬ 
quate  diets. 

The  United  States  at  the  present  time 
occupies  the  envied  position  of  having 
within  its  possession  the  greatest  poten¬ 
tial  for  solution  to  the  world’s  hunger 
problem.  It  would  be  further  folly  to  lose 
this  most  desirable  position,  just  as  we 
have  lost  our  economic  strength  in  inter¬ 
national  monetary  circles.  This  will 
surely  happen  unless  the  investment  and 
purchasing  power  of  agriculture  is  ac¬ 
commodated  by  minimum  adequate 
prices. 

To  do  this  it  is  necessary  that  we  first 
get  our  fiscal  house  in  order,  and  then 
direct  our  immediate  attention  to  any 
and  all  changes  in  programs  and  poli¬ 
cies  that  will  give  the  American  public 
the  assurance  that  agriculture  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  serve  them  in  the  commendable 
manner  that  has  been  our  great  heritage 
over  the  years.  This  cannot  be  done  if 
we  continue  to  sacrifice  our  natural 
resources  and  future  opportimities  for 
the  American  farmer — as  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  budget  and  this  bill  propose  to 
do. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  HungateI. 

(Mr.  HUNGATE  asked  and  was  given 
peimission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HUNGATE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
not  a  farmer.  I  am  the  traveling  sales¬ 
man’s  son  who  married  the  farmer’s 
daughter.  That  is  another  story,  but  it 
would  not  be  appropriate  here. 

I  do  want  to  support  this  farm  bill  and 
commend  the  Agriculture  Appropriations 
Committee  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  for 
the  fine  job  they  have  done  in  producing 
a  very  lean  appropriation,  one  that  is 
most  necessary,  and  one  that  I  hope  the 
House  will  support. 

Yesterday  a  few  of  you  had  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  hear  the  Economics  Minister 
from  Indonesia  discuss  the  inflationary 
system  they  have  there  and  the  problems 
of  feeding  their  people.  In  1967,  they  had 
inflation  of  650  percent.  In  1967,  they 
held  it  down  to  about  150  percent.  One 
month  this  year  they  have  seen  it  go  up 
40  percent.  I  think  when  we  see  these 
things  we  had  better  appreciate  the  job 
that  is  being  done  in  our  country  by 
American  agriculture.  Some  6  or  7  per¬ 
cent  of  our  people  are  providing  enough 
food  and  fiber  for  all  our  country  with 


enough  left  over  to  provide  funds  result¬ 
ing  from  exports  to  improve  our  balance- 
of- payments  problem. 

We  also  hear  at  this  time  a  great  deal 
about  poverty.  That  is  much  before  us  at 
this  time  and  deserves  and  earns  our 
consideration.  When  we  are  considering 
poverty,  people  at  the  poverty  level,  we 
arbitrarily  assign  their  income  at  under 
$3,000  a  year.  I  think  you  will  find  the 
figures  show  that  50  percent  of  those 
people  live  in  rural  areas,  and  I  think 
you  will  find  that  80  percent  of  those 
people  are  white.  These  facts  need  to  be 
stated  and  restated,  because  the  problem 
of  poverty  is  not  an  urban  rural  prob¬ 
lem.  It  is  not  a  black-and-white  problem; 
it  is  an  American  problem,  and  it  is  part 
of  the  problem  that  is  a  result  of  the 
divisiveness  we  find  among  ourselves  in 
seeking  to  face  it. 

Those  of  us  who  are  in  the  rural 
areas— and  I  have  one  of  those  districts 
that  is  rural — need  to  show  the  neces¬ 
sary  responsibility,  the  concern  for  peo¬ 
ple  in  om-  cities,  because  it  is  in  the  cities 
that  our  sons,  our  brothers,  and  our 
daughters  wind  up.  A  recent  survey 
showed  that  only  one  high  school  gradu¬ 
ate  out  of  10,  one  boy  out  of  10,  thought 
he  could  make  a  living  in  rural  America 
when  he  became  a  man. 

So  the  people  who  need  decent  hous¬ 
ing  in  the  cities,  those  who  need  decent 
education,  and  the  people  who  need  the 
good  jobs  are  really  our  people.  I  have 
supported  programs  to  help  those  condi¬ 
tions  and  will  continue  to  do  so. 

It  means  nothing  to  provide  them  with 
the  right  to  occupy  good  housing  if  we 
do  not  provide  the  funds  with  which  to 
acquue  it — the  rent,  or  if  we  do  not 
provide  the  adequate  houses  into  which 
they  may  move,  or  if  we  do  not  provide 
them  with  good  school  systems.  This 
costs  money  and  we  will  have  to  provide 
taxes  to  pay  for  this.  This  is  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  all  rural  America  and  all  urban 
America — all  America.  The  problems 
facing  urban  America  and  rural  Amer¬ 
ica  are  the  same. 

If  people  cannot  make  their  living  on 
the  farms,  where  will  they  go?  They  will 
go  to  the  cities  and  increase  the  prob¬ 
lems  in  the  central  city  ghettos.  The 
farmers  do  not  organize  quite  as  quickly, 
and  there  is  not  as  much  to  burn,  but 
if  wo  are  not  to  drive  them  to  other 
areas,  they  will  leave  the  farms  and  move 
to  the  cities,  we  must  realize  the  need 
to  provide  an  agricultural  system  and 
an  appropriation  whereby  those  people 
who  are  willing  can  stay  and  live  in 
^al  America,  can  make  a  decent  liv- 
ing — can  share  in  American  prosperity. 

If  we  live  to  see  the  day  when  these 
farmers  leave  the  farms,  we  will  not 
not  then  be  the  best  fed  people  in  the 
world.  That  day  will  be  gone.  We  will  not 
then  be  the  nation  whose  families  are 
able  to  provide  food  at  the  lowest  percent 
of  family  income  of  any  country  in  the 
world.  The  suggestion  is  made  as  to 
how  to  solve  some  of  our  urban  problems 
now  and  to  find  jobs  in  rural  areas  for 
the  people  in  the  ghetto  areas.  We  will 
also  have  to  provide  for  the  needs  of 
our  people  in  the  rural  areas,  if  such 
programs  are  to  be  feasible. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  support  the 
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statement  of  the  committee  members  on 
this  bill  and  urge  its  approval  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  Chaii-man,  in  its  report  on  this 
bill  the  committee  has  emphasized  the 
acute  need  in  agricultm-e  and  in  rural 
communities  for  those  last-resort  finan¬ 
cing  services  carried  on  only  through  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration. 

It  is  clear  that  except  for  other  man¬ 
datory  restraints  imposed  on  the  na¬ 
tional  budget  in  these  times,  substan¬ 
tially  higher  appropriations  could  be 
justified  in  the  national  interest. 

Therefore,  in  light  of  the  fact  that  this 
is  a  most  austere  budget  for  FHA  farm 
operating  credit,  for  distress  housing 
credit  in  riural  areas,  and  for  the  huge 
unmet  demand  for  rural  community 
water  and  sewer  improvements — as  well 
as  for  the  great  administrative  respon¬ 
sibilities  carried  on  by  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration — ^we  can  do  no  less  than 
support  the  amounts  provided  for  in  this 
bill. 

Indeed,  we  hope  that  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  will  give  all  due  weight  to 
the  crisis  of  operating  credit  that  now 
exists  for  the  family  farmer,  as  it  re¬ 
sponds  to  the  committee’s  call  for  a  re¬ 
study  and  report  on  letting  more  be  done 
to  fill  the  farm  operating  credit  gap. 

Denial  of  opportunity  that  drives  peo¬ 
ple  from  rural  area  is  part  and  parcel  of 
the  distress  that  grips  so  many  of  our 
cities.  The  constructive  effects  of  these 
rural  FHA  programs  reach  deep  into  ev¬ 
ery  city  and  work  their  benefits  on  prob¬ 
lems  that  confront  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

Forewarned  as  we  are  that  amounts 
provided  in  this  bill  are  not  likely  to 
meet  the  year’s  total  needs,  we  must  at 
the  least  insure  these  amounts  for  the 
most  urgent  and  even  desperate  credit 
problems  of  the  rm’al  areas. 

I  wish  to  speak  in  support  of  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  made  by  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  for  programs  of  the 
Rural  Electrification  Administration. 
'The  bill  provides  $304  million  of  new 
lending  authority  for  rural  electrifica¬ 
tion  loans  and  $120  million  for  rural 
telephone  loans. 

As  the  committee  recognizes,  this  is 
a  lean  budget  which  will  allow  REA  to 
meet  only  the  critical  nonpostponable 
loan  needs  of  the  rural  electric  and  tele¬ 
phone  systems  for  new  services  and  im¬ 
provements  during  the  year.  These 
amounts  will  be  supplemented  by  carry¬ 
over  funds  in  both  programs. 

The  rural  electric  and  telephone  serv¬ 
ice  organizations  which  borrow  from 
REA  are  still  far  from  accomplishment 
of  the  basic  public  objectives  of  these 
programs.  These  are,  first,  making  serv¬ 
ice  generally  available  on  an  area  cov¬ 
erage  basis:  second,  making  service 
available  in  rural  areas  comparable  in 
quality  and  cost  to  that  offered  people 
in  urban  communities;  and  third,  mak¬ 
ing  service  available  from  sound,  reliable, 
and  permanent  organizations  which  can 
offer  assurance  of  future  service  com¬ 
parable  to  what  the  city  dweller  enjoys. 

Through  the  years,  but  particularly  in 
recent  years  as  the  pace  of  technological 
development  has  quickened,  electric  and 
telephone  service  have  played  vital  roles 
in  the  diversified  economic  development 


of  rural  America.  The  availability  of  both 
services  will  be  increasingly  crucial  as 
our  people  move  toward  a  healthier 
rural-urban  balance  by  creating  new 
economic  opportunities  in  rural  areas. 

Finally,  I  would  remind  my  colleagues 
that  the  rural  electric  and  telephone  pro¬ 
grams  involve  loans  which  are  being  re¬ 
paid,  often  ahead  of  schedule.  In  ap¬ 
proving  the  new  loan  authorities  we 
shall  be  demonstrating  our  confidence 
in  the  rural  electric  and  telephone  serv¬ 
ice  organizations  and  the  contributions 
they  can  make  to  rural  progress  and  the 
basic  strength  of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Broyhill]. 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  twice  before  I  have  proposed  to  this 
House  that  we  take  action  to  deny  use 
of  Federal  funds  for  payment  of  salary 
or  other  disbursements  oo  those  who  ad¬ 
vocate  disrespect  for  the  law,  abuse  of 
men  in  uniform  assigned  to  enforce  the 
law,  and  those  who  seek  to  incite  rioting, 
destruction  of  property,  or  other  disre¬ 
spect  and  abuse  of  those  who  seek  to  live 
in  peace.  Twice  the  House  has  agreed 
with  me,  and  pending  legislation  has  been 
amended  to  restrict  payment  of  frmds  to 
those  convicted  of  such  actions. 

Following  the  recent  riots  in  Washing¬ 
ton,  I  imderstand  that  at  least  one  agency 
whose  present  appropriations  contain  the 
antiriot  rider,  placed  a  notice  to  all  em¬ 
ployees  on  agency  bulletin  boards  to  ad¬ 
vise  any  employees  convicted  of  offenses 
during  the  riots  of  this  restriction  on 
their  salaries. 

'The  amendment  I  offer  today,  like  the 
previous  two,  provides  that  no  part  of  the 
funds  appropriated  under  this  act  shall 
be  used  to  provide  payments,  assistance, 
or  services,  in  any  form,  with  respect  to 
any  individual  convicted  in  any  Federal, 
State,  or  local  court  of  competent  juris¬ 
diction  of  inciting,  promoting,  or  carry¬ 
ing  on  a  riot,  or  any  group  activity  re¬ 
sulting  in  material  damage  to  property 
or  injury  to  persons,  found  to  be  in  viola¬ 
tion  of  Federal,  State,  or  local  laws  de¬ 
signed  to  protect  persons  or  property  in 
the  community  concerned. 

As  I  stated  on  the  two  previous  occa,- 
sions,  no  government  can  survive  if  it 
finances  its  own  destruction. 

Lawful  protest  strengthens  us;  law¬ 
lessness  destroys  us. 

If  we  aid  those  who  riot,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  finance  those  intent  on  destroying 
law  and  order,  by  providing  them  with 
funds  from  the  very  Government  they 
are  bent  on  destroying,  we  are  fueling  the 
fires  of  that  destruction. 

There  are  more  than  enough  good  citi¬ 
zens,  black  and  white,  seeking  employ¬ 
ment  with  their  Government,  so  that  we 
do  not  have  to  pay  salaries  to  those  whose 
chief  pastime  is  to  kick  America  around 
while  basking  in  the  bonfires  they  set  in 
our  cities. 

We  have  a  new  generation  of  ghetto 
residents  which  needs  special  attention 
and  training  in  the  virtues  of  good  citi¬ 
zenship  and  the  essence  of  obedience  to 
law  and  order.  When  they  see  their  par¬ 
ents  looting  and  rioting,  especially  if 
their  parents  earn  their  living  from  the 
Federal  Government,  the  chances  of  re¬ 


sponsible  citizenship  in  their  future  soars 
into  total  hopelessness. 

Government  employment  can  either 
be  accepted  as  a  privilege  or  it  can  be  a 
sanctuary  for  hate  mongers,  seditionists 
and  experts  in  rioting  and  looting.  If  the 
majority  of  Americans  have  a  choice, 
that  choice  will  be  obvious.  If  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  refiects  the 
wishes  of  the  majority  of  Americans,  it 
has  no  alternative  but  to  deny  Federal 
funds  to  those  who  seek  to  burn  our 
cities,  wreck  their  own  families,  destroy 
peace  and  order  on  our  streets,  and 
smirk  at  the  taxpayers  while  doing  it. 

This  Nation  of  people  is  a  far  better 
nation  of  people  than  the  evidence  now 
visible  on  our  street  corners,  where  every 
crackpot  and  mugger  is  invited  to  vent 
his  spleen  for  TV  cameras  and  micro¬ 
phones  for  domestic  and  international 
propaganda  purposes.  It  is  high  time 
Congress  accepts  its  responsibility  in 
clearing  up  the  fuzzy,  distorted,  and 
anamilistic  view  of  America  we  are  get¬ 
ting  today.  It  is  particularly  nauseating 
when  some  of  the  faces  are  fed  at  the 
taxpayers’  trough. 

I  do  not  know  of  a  single  employee  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  who  was 
arrested  for  rioting  or  looting.  I  pray 
there  were  none.  But  neither  do  I  believe 
there  is  a  single  loyal  employee  of  Agri¬ 
culture  or  any  other  Federal  agency  who 
would  condone  payment  of  Federal  funds 
to  rioters  or  looters  or  who  would  not 
welcome  enactment  of  legislation  to  pre¬ 
vent  it. 

There  were  Federal  employees  involved 
in  the  looting  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
Mr.  Chairman.  When  we  attempt  to  de¬ 
termine  how  many,  or  whether  or  not 
their  employment  will  continue,  we  are 
faced  with  a  cloak  of  secrecy.  Our  only 
recourse  is  to  act  now  to  deny  them  pay¬ 
ment,  agency  by  agency,  until  not  a 
single  dime  of  Federal  funds  will  reach 
those  who  defy  the  law  by  rioting,  loot¬ 
ing,  and  burning. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  offer  this  amend¬ 
ment  to  future  appropriations  bills.  It  is 
my  hope  that  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  will  soon  routinely  include  it  as  a 
part  of  each  bill  reported  to  this  House 
for  action.  In  the  meantime,  however,  I 
shall  be  here  on  the  fioor  whenever  Fed¬ 
eral  moneys  are  being  appropriated, 
ready  to  insm'e  that  not  1  cent  of  Federal 
ftmds  will  be  freed  to  finance  those  who 
are  determined  to  destroy  us. 

Mr.  DUNCAN.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  rise 
this  afternoon  in  support  of  H.R.  16913, 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969. 

My  district  is  a  versatile  one  being  lo¬ 
cated  in  the  heart  of  the  great  Tennes¬ 
see  Valley.  Although  the  district  is 
largely  urban,  we  have  thousands  of  large 
and  small  productive  farms. 

The  growth  and  advancement  of  agri¬ 
culture  is  this  country  runs  parallel  with 
the  growth  and  progress  of  our  great 
country. 

Today  a  severe  cost-squeeze  continues 
for  most  farmers.  Prices  paid  by  farm¬ 
ers  including  interest,  taxes  and  wa.ges 
continue  to  rise  while  at  the  same  time 
farm  prices  are  below  the  postwar  high 
prices. 
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The  effect  of  these  farm  programs  go 
beyond  the  immediate  income  benefits 
to  the  farmers.  The  stabilization  of  mar¬ 
ket  supplies  and  prices  of  major  farm 
products  has  stimulated  farmers  to 
adopt  the  newer  technologies  and  im¬ 
proved  practices,  and  has  made  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  farmers  to  obtain  credit  modern¬ 
ization  and  farm  enlargement. 

Farmers  in  no  other  country  in  the 
world  produce  so  abundantly  and  receive 
such  a  small  fraction  of  the  consumer’s 
income — only  5  percent  of  each  dollar — 
for  their  products. 

Gross  farm  income  in  1967  was  about  2 
percent  less  than  it  was  in  1966.  Both 
receipts  from  marketing  and  Govern¬ 
ment  payments  were  down  slightly.  Pro¬ 
duction  expense,  nevertheless,  continued 
to  move  upward,  increasing  by  about  $1 
billion.  As  a  result,  realized  net  income 
of  farm  operators  dropped  from  $16.4 
billion  in  1966  to  $14.5  in  1967,  a  decline 
of  12  percent. 

The  per  capita  disposable  income  of 
farm  people  from  all  sources  averaged 
$1,692  less  than  in  1966.  The  per  capita 
income  of  the  farm  population  from  all 
sources  averaged  about  61  percent  of  the 
income  of  nonfarm  people  in  1967. 

Although  H.R.  16913  is  not  a  perfect 
bill,  I  nevertheless  believe  it  absolutely 
necessary  to  insure  the  continuance  of 
the  production  of  needed  food  and  serv¬ 
ices  in  this  coutnry.  I  therefore  urge  my 
colleague  to  approve  this  legislation  to¬ 
day. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Chamberlain], 

Mr.  CHAMBERLAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  have  asked  for  this  time  to  direct  an 
inquiry  either  to  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  or  our  colleague  from  Illinois 
as  to  the  funds  which  are  made  available 
in  this  bill  for  the  continuation  of  the 
research  on  the  cereal  leaf  beetle.  As  the 
gentleman  knows,  this  has  become  quite 
a  serious  problem  in  the  Michigan,  In¬ 
diana,  and  Ohio  areas  in  years  past.  I 
should  like  to  have  some  assurance  that 
we  are  pursuing  this  research  in  an  ade¬ 
quate  and  proper  manner. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  might  respond  to  the 
gentleman  by  saying  I  am  very  concerned 
about  the  problem.  The  gentleman  will 
recall  that  several  years  ago — and  the 
maps  will  show  it — the  cereal  leaf  beetle 
was  a  threat  only  in  a  portion  of  the 
State  of  Michigan.  It  has  now  moved  to 
Indiana  and  Ohio.  The  fear  we  all  had 
that  it  might  get  around  the  Great  Lakes 
and  move  out  into  the  breadbasket  of 
the  country  really  seems  to  be  coming 
about. 

I  pressed  the  representatives  of  the  De¬ 
partment  on  this  point,  and  particularly 
Dr.  Irving.  We  engaged  in  a  dialog  about 
it.  Apparently  it  has  been  fotmd  that  the 
best  way  to  combat  this  pest  is  with  a 
parasite. 

Such  research  has  been  going  on 
abroad.  Because  of  the  cutback  in  foreign 
personnel  it  was  appearing  to  look  like 
that  research  was  going  to  be  curtailed. 

This  is  spelled  out  in  the  record  of  the 
hearings  on  pages  228  and  229  of  volume 
2,  where  the  gentleman  might  like  to 


pursue  the  matter  further.  We  go  into  it 
in  its  entirety. 

We  want  to  make  absolutely  sure,  if 
by  no  other  way  than  this  dialog  and 
the  legislative  history,  that  action  is 
taken.  Dr.  Irving  said  in  response  to  niy 
question  it  was  the  most  pressing  of 
their  problems,  so  far  as  the  control  of 
pests  is  concerned,  that  if  there  is  any 
limitation  on  funds  for  research,  the  de¬ 
partment  had  better  put  the  money 
where  the  priorities  are,  and  this  is 
surely  where  the  priority  is. 

Mr.  CHAMBERLAIN.  Then,  I  under¬ 
stand  there  are  adequate  funds  in  this 
bill  to  fund  continued  research  at  an 
adequate  level. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  The  gentleman  from 
Illinois  is  as  concerned  about  this  as 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan,  and  he 
is  satisfied  with  what  we  have  provided 
here,  and  in  addition  this  dialog  should 
buttress  our  case. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

May  I  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan,  in  addition  to  the  statements  made 
by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  that  all 
members  of  the  committee  are  very 
.much  interested  in  this  problem.  We  have 
$1  million  in  reserve  for  special  projects 
so  that  research  is  not  limited  to  the 
amount  of  money  or  the  amount  of  per¬ 
sonnel  which  is  allowed  for  this  or  any 
other  subject.  Wherever  they  might  be 
able  to  use  more  personnel  to  make  a 
breakthrough,  this  fund  of  $1  million 
that  we  have  in  the  reserve  will  be  avail¬ 
able  to  meet  special  and  urgent  needs. 
This  is  in  addition  to  what  was  already 
well  covered  by  my  colleague  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Michel]. 

Mr.  CHAMBERLAIN.  If  the  gentle¬ 
man  would  yield,  I  would  like  to  com¬ 
mend  the  chairman  and  all  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  for  their  attention 
to  this  serious  problem. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  is  a  serious  problem, 
and  we  recognize  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  now  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Burke] 
such  time  as  he  may  desire. 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairmah,  I  take  the  floor  at  this  time  to 
direct  a  question  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  with  rela¬ 
tionship  to  the  funds  that  have  been  cut 
out  which  were  for  the  purposes  of  estab¬ 
lishing  watersheds. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Massachusetts.  I  yield 
to  the  chairman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  my  col¬ 
league  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  did 
recommend  substantial  cuts  in  these  pro¬ 
grams.  There  was  a  freeze  of  some  money 
during  the  current  year.  The  committee 
attempted  to  and  did  restore  the  funds 
both  for  watershed  programs  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  which  would  meet 
the  need  of  which  the  gentleman  is  so 
well  aware. 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Massachusetts.  I  want 
to  thank  the  chairman.  I  know  during 
the  time  of  the  floods  up  in  my  part  of  the 
country  I  directed  many  newspaper  ar¬ 
ticles  and  other  items  of  concern  ex¬ 
pressed  by  public  oflScials  up  there  with 


regard  to  the  curtailment  of  these  funds. 
I  am  very  grateful  to  the  chairman,  and 

1  know  that  people  in  my  section  of  the 
country  are  grateful  to  him  as  well  as  to 
the  other  members  of  the  committee,  and 
we  wish  to  commend  them  for  restoring 
these  funds. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  appreciate  the 
gentleman’s  interest  and  his  attention  to 
this  problem.  As  the  record  will  show, 
he  has  repeatedly  called  this  matter  to 
our  attention,  and  we  took  care  of  it. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 

2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Smith]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
for  yielding  to  me. 

First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  thank  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  as  well  as 
the  members  of  the  committee  for  the 
work  that  they  have  done  in  producing 
this  bill. 

I  would  like  to  direct  this  question,  if 
I  may,  to  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Whitten].  I  am  referring  to  the  remarks 
which  appear  on  page  31  of  the  report 
with  reference  to  research  facilities  so 
that  we  might  understand  the  policy  and 
the  thinking  of  the  committee  in  regard 
to  the  building  of  future  research  facili¬ 
ties  in  our  conservation  programs. 

I  wonder  if  the  chairman  would  be  so 
considerate  to  give  me  a  brief  explana¬ 
tion  regarding  this  matter. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  that  the 
committee,  through  the  years,  has  at¬ 
tempted  to  meet  this  need.  The  gentle¬ 
man  knows  that  in  the  present  fiscal  year 
the  funds  which  were  appropriated  by 
the  Congress  in  numerous  instances  were 
frozen.  We  have  been  more  or  less  served 
notice  that  unless  we  hold  appropriations 
in  line  for  fiscal  1969  funds  wUl  be 
frozen  again.  In  view  of  that  and  in  view 
of  all  of  the  other  pressing  needs  for 
Government  funds  at  the  present  time, 
we  have  taken  a  go-slow  approach  on 
construction  for  new  research  facilities 
on  the  ground  that  under  present  condi¬ 
tions  funds  appropriated  for  construction 
would  not  be  used  ansnvay.  However,  by 
temporarily  going  along  with  this  restric¬ 
tion,  as  we  have,  we  do  not  mean  that 
we  have  changed  for  future  years,  our 
policy  of  seeing  to  it  that  where  facilities 
are  urgently  needed  they  are  provided. 
We  acknowledge  the  fiscal  situation  that 
we  are  up  against  at  present,  and  for 
that  reason  we  have  not  added  to  such 
construction  items. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Oklahoma.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  sdeldlng. 

It  is  our  understanding,  then,  that  due 
to  the  present  fiscal  crisis,  these  projects 
have  been  deferred? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  They  are  deferred 
without  prejudice.  We  have  not  tried  to 
eliminate  anything  that  is  in  the  plans 
for  the  future. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Oklahoma.  On  page  62 
of  the  report - 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  should  add  to  my  ear¬ 
lier  statement  that  we  have  not  at- 
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tempted  to  stop  the  construction  of  those 
projects  already  underway. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Oklahoma.  I  thank  the 
distinguished  gentleman  for  his  remarks. 

My  second  question  is  addressed  to  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Federal  crop  in¬ 
surance  program.  I  am  wondering  if  the 
$2.8  million  appropriation  would  be  in¬ 
terpreted  as  teing  an  operating  loss  on 
the  part  of  the  department  for  this  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  May  I  respond  to  the 
gentleman  and  say  that  I  have  advocated 
for  the  past  several  years  that  Federal 
crop  insurance  take  more  out  of  their 
premium  income  for  their  expenses 
rather  than  calling  on  the  Congress  to 
appropriate  more  and  more  money  to 
make  up  the  difference. 

As  I  recall  it,  the  budget  called  for  the 
sum  of  $12  million.  We  provide  in  this 
bill  the  smn  of  $10.5  million  and  require 
$2.9  million  to  come  out  of  premium 
income. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Oklahoma.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  that  response. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  [Mr.  MayneI. 

(Mr.  MAYNE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MAYNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
commend  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  for  a  good  job  in  eliminating  much 
of  the  drastic  cut  which  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  budget  proposed  for  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service,  particularly  in  the 
field  of  watershed  protection.  However,  I 
feel  impelled  to  express  disappointment 
and  concern  that  even  under  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill  there  will  be  some  reduction 
below  last  year’s  effort  in  these  impor¬ 
tant  areas. 

I  will  go  along  on  cuts  for  such  prac¬ 
tices  as  beautification,  liming,  tilling,  and 
shrub  and  tree  plantings.  These  can  be 
picked  up  at  a  later  date  with  little  lost 
except  time.  However,  the  cuts  which 
are  being  made  in  programs  which  ac¬ 
tually  result  in  holding  soil  and  water  in 
place  are  a  tragic  example  of  being 
pennywise  and  pound  foolish.  They  are 
indeed  false  economy  in  the  worst  sense 
of  the  word.  Soil  and  water  lost  today 
cannot  be  recovered  tomorrow.  We 
should  be  spending  more  money  than 
this  bill  provides  on  such  practices  as 
contouring,  terracing,  grassed  water¬ 
ways  and  dams  all  of  which  improve  the 
long-term  capacity  of  agriculture  to  pro¬ 
duce.  Certainly  any  further  cuts  would 
be  improvident  in  the  extreme. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  will  yield,  I  would 
like  to  respond  to  the  remarks  just  made 
by  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MAYNE.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  In  reference  to  the  cuts 
relating  to  watersheds,  it  is  to  be  noted 
the  amounts  of  money  available  will  be 
about  at  the  same  level  as  last  year,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  carryovers  they  now  have 
which  will  make  up  for  the  amount  that 
does  show  up  as  a  reduction  the  report. 
So  that  actually  these  programs  should 
go  forward  at  about  the  same  rate  and  at 
about  the  same  pace  as  a  year  ago.  And 
it  was  in  view  of  those  carryovers  that 


the  committee  arrived  at  the  figures  that 
we  see  listed  in  the  committee  report. 
May  I  compliment  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Mayne]  for  the  excellent  work 
he  has  done  in  behalf  of  the  restoration 
of  these  funds.  His  statement  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  during  the  hearings  were  most 
helpful. 

Mr.  PRICE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  support  of  the  appropriations 
recommended  by  the  committee  for  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  and  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program. 

These  two  programs  which  include  the 
Great  Plains  conseiwation  program  and 
small  watershed  programs  are  of  vital 
importance  to  an  area  such  as  the  pan¬ 
handle  and  western  part  of  Texas.  These 
areas  depend  on  agriculture  as  the  pri¬ 
mary  industiT. 

The  economy  of  this  vast  area  depends 
on  farm  and  ranch  income.  The  future 
growth  and  development  of  the  whole 
area  is  dependent  on  the  preservation 
and  improvement  of  land  and  water  re¬ 
sources. 

Funds  for  these  programs  were  not 
increased  by  the  committee  but  only 
restored  to  levels  that  will  permit  the 
programs  to  be  continued  at  about  the 
1968  levels  including  carryover  funds. 
The  budget  cuts  which  were  restored  by 
the  committee  represented  a  cutback  of 
more  than  40  percent  in  comparison  with 
cutbacks  in  budget  estimates  in  similar 
resource  development  programs  under 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  of  only  3.6  per¬ 
cent  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  of 
'7.7  percent. 

The  Texas  State  Soil  and  Water  Con¬ 
servation  Board  has  approved  152  water¬ 
shed  applications  in  the  State  as  feasible 
for  planning  under  Public  Law  556.  Of 
these,  54  have  been  planned  with  Soil 
Conservation  Service  assistance,  and  ap¬ 
proved  for  operations  by  the  Congress 
and  the  executive  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Five  work  plans  have  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  congressional  committees  this 
session,  but  have  not  been  funded  for 
operations.  Two  are  imdergoing  final  de¬ 
partmental  review  and  three  are  being 
reviewed  by  the  Governor  of  Texas  and 
other  Federal  Departments.  Five  other 
work  plans  are  in  such  advanced  stages 
of  planning  that  they  will  be  completed 
and  reviewed  this  fiscal  year.  Thus,  15 
watershed  work  plans  prepared  in  Texas 
under  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  have  been  approved 
or  will  be  ready  for  consideration  by 
the  Congress  this  session.  Six  other  wa¬ 
tersheds  are  being  planned  cm-rently. 
Also  73  other  watershed  applications 
have  been  approved  by  the  State  soil 
and  water  conservation  board,  and  these 
watersheds  are  awaiting  planning  as¬ 
sistance  from  the  Service.  Also,  the  board 
now  has  12  applications  which  have  not 
been  approved  pending  a  field  examina¬ 
tion.  The  number  of  watersheds  await¬ 
ing  planning  assistance  continues  to  in¬ 
crease  each  year.  Texas  SCS  resources 
are  not  adequate  to  keep  pace  with  this 
requested  planning  assistance,  even  with 
the  State  of  Texas  and  local  sponsoring 
subdivisions  of  State  government  fur¬ 
nishing  about  56  percent  of  its  total 
planning  funds  for  Public  Law  566  proj  - 
ects.  The  State  of  Texas  last  fiscal  year 
furnished  $125,000,  and  local  sponsor- 
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ing  organizations  fm’nished  $68,785  in 
planning  funds.  This  year,  Texas  is 
furnishing  $150,000,  and  local  organiza¬ 
tions  are  furnishing  approximately  $69,- 
000. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  with¬ 
drawn  approximately  50  percent  of  SCS 
allotted  construction  funds  under  the 
Small  Watersheds  Act  and  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1944,  and  placed  it  in  a 
budget  reserve  in  an  effort  to  decrease 
nondefense  spending. 

And  as  I  said  before  the  committee, 
progress  in  the  Great  Plains  conserva¬ 
tion  program  has  increased  each  year  in 
Texas  since  the  program  started  and 
has  demonstrated  its  ability  to  do  the 
following  things: 

First,  assist  small  low-income  farmers 
to  make  maximum  use  of  their  resources 
thus  improving  and  stabilizing  farm 
income; 

Second,  accelerate  land  treatment  of 
critical  sediment  and  wind  erosion 
areas ; 

Third,  reduce  maintenance  cost  of 
public  utilities,  businesses,  et  cetera,  and 
reduce  pollution  of  water  and  air; 

Fourth,  stimulate  local  economy,  local 
pride  and  confidence  in  conservation 
program  objectives;  and 

Fifth,  make  rural  areas  more  attract¬ 
ive  places  in  which  to  live  and  encourage 
people  to  stay  in  the  coimtry  or  to  move 
back  to  the  coimtry. 

I  feel  that  these  five  accomplishments 
of  the  Great  Plains  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  fully  meet  an  urgent  demand  for 
rural  improvement  by  creating  new  jobs, 
improving  living  standards  of  low-in¬ 
come  groups,  stopping  migration  of  rural 
people  to  urban  areas,  stimulating  local 
economy,  and  reducing  pollution  of  our 
air  and  water. 

Farm  income  last  year  was  down  from 
the  year  before  by  $1.9  billion  while  farm 
production  expenses  increased  by  $1.1 
billion.  What  other  industry  could  sur¬ 
vive  a  drop  of  11.5  percent  in  income  in 
times  like  these?  And  the  only  way  many 
farmers  and  ranchers  have  survived  is  by 
going  deeper  into  debt.  In  fact,  farm 
debt  has  increased  by  $20  billion  during 
the  past  6  years — up  by  90  percent.  In¬ 
terest  rates  at  record  highs  jumped  car¬ 
rying  charges  on  borrowed  money  by 
$1.2  billion.  This  story  could  go  on  and 
on,  real  estate  taxes  up  and  up,  a  31 -per¬ 
cent  increase  in  production  costs  since 
1960. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and 
many  others  are  now  supporting  new 
programs  to  stop  further  migration  of 
our  farmers  to  the  overcrowded  and 
riot-tom  cities.  So  let  us  not  further 
penalize  those  who  are  still  trying  to 
make  a  living  from  the  land  and  who  are 
furnishing  food  and  fiber  for  the  Na¬ 
tion  at  bargain  rates  when  compared 
with  other  prices. 

These  are  worthwhile  programs.  They 
are  long-range  programs  that  cannot  be 
turned  on  and  off.  They  are  programs 
designed  to  preserve  and  improve  our 
land  and  water  resources  for  future  gen¬ 
erations.  They  should  not  be  cut. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Cfiiairman,  we 
have  no  further  requests  for  time  on 
this  side. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
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3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Kyl], 

(Mr.  KYL  asked  and  was  given  permis¬ 
sion  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  direct 
a  question  to  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

The  amount  of  money  in  what  we 
might  call  the  sewer  and  water  programs 
for  small  rural  communities  is  actually 
a  little  larger  in  this  bill  today,  so.  far 
as  grants  are  concerned;  is  that  a  cor¬ 
rect  statement? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KYL.  The  amount  which  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  loans  for  the  same  program 
is  about  at  the  same  level  as  the  actual 
spending  for  last  year  after  the  freeze 
was  applied:  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KYL.  There  is  also  a  third  matter 
in  connection  with  this  subject  matter, 
a  Treasury  ruling  was  applied  which 
would  not  permit  a  great  number  of 
projects  to  go  forward  because  of  the 
tax-free  municipal  bonds  that  were  in¬ 
volved. 

Can  the  gentleman  state  whether  or 
not  this  House  is  considering  at  this 
time  any  legislation  such  as  is  pending 
in  the  other  body  which  would  in  effect 
unfreeze  available  funds  which  have 
been  held  up  because  of  that  Treasury 
Department  philosophy? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  am  not  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  to  speak  of  my  own  knowledge.  I 
have  been  quite  disturbed  about  the 
decision  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Service. 

I  have  had  the  subject  up  three  or 
four  times  not  only  with  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service,  but  also  with  the  At¬ 
torney  General,  with  various  others, 
with  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means,  as  well  as  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Finance  on 
the  Senate  side. 

Following  that,  I  have  had  a  number 
of  statements  from  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  to  the  effect  that  this  whole  mat¬ 
ter  was  being  reviewed  and  that  a  final 
decision  had  not  as  yet  been  reached.  In 
the  meantime,  according  to  my  under¬ 
standing,  notice  was  given  in  the  Federal 
Register  of  this  change  in  attitude  by  the 
Internal  Revenue  Service. 

So,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  not 
being  on  the  committee  that  would  deal 
with  the  subject,  it  is  being  considered 
by  the  appropriate  committees.  It  fur¬ 
ther  will  be  reconsidered,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  by  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service. 

And,  as  I  say,  my  information  comes 
frorn  my  own  correspondence  and  dis¬ 
cussions  with  various  interested  parties 
who  have  a  direct  relationship  with  the 
problem,  much  more  so  than  I  have  in 
my  capacity. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  make  this  statement  to  the  chairman 
of  the  committee: 

The  Federal  Government  has  broken 
faith  in  this  program  with  a  lot  of  little 
communities  around  the  country  who 
were  urged  to  make  applications.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  today  there  are  probably 
more  new  applications  than  will  be  taken 
care  of  by  the  appropriations  that  we 
make  here,  and  I  would  hope  that  every 


consideration  would  be  given  by  the 
committee  in  trying  to  catch  up  with  the 
demand  that  was  afctually  created  by  the 
Government,  and  in  which  applications 
we  now  find  a  great  deal  of  delinquency 
because  we  do  not  appropriate  sufficient 
funds  to  take  care  of  them. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  that  there  are  many 
places  in  this  bill  where  I  wish  the  fig¬ 
ures  were  higher.  But  I  do  not  believe 
there  is  any  area  in  the  bill  that  I  would 
like  to  see  increased  more  than  the  funds 
the  gentleman  is  discussing. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

May  I  say  that  it  would  appear  foolish 
for  the  Federal  Government  to  spend  as 
much  money  as  they  are  in  trying  to 
provide  jobs  in  certain  areas,  and  through 
this  change  in  its  decision  on  bonds  to 
cut  out  more  jobs  than  they  could  hope 
to  provide  through  other  types  of  legisla¬ 
tion.  Under  their  action,  they  have  pre¬ 
vented  the  expansion  of  plants  and 
factories. 

May  I  say  the  present  budget  carries 
some  $300  million  in  connection  with 
pollution.  It  would  be  a  whole  lot  better 
if  loans  were  made  available  so  that 
pollution  might  be  stopped  at  the  start¬ 
ing  points. 

So  I  am  in  thorough  accord  with  the 
gentleman’s  feeling  about  it.  But  this 
committee  was  working  under  limita¬ 
tions — not  imposed  by  us — but  which  a 
majority  of  us.  at  least  felt  that  we  had 
to  yield  to,  or  else  the  funds  would  be 
frozen. 

So  this  is  the  highest  figure  that  we 
thought  we  could  get  by  with.  I  assure 
the  gentleman  that  no  one  is  more  in¬ 
terested  in  this  than  I  am. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Talcott]. 

Mr.  TALCOTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
asked  for  this  time  to  ask  the  chairman 
of  the  Agriculture  Subcommittee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  a  question. 

I  have  a  question  to  ask  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

On  page  23  in  the  report  it  calls  atten¬ 
tion  to  man’s  waste  of  his  natural  re¬ 
sources. 

On  page  71  there  is  an  item  for  eco¬ 
nomic  research,  salaries  and  expenses, 
which  is  up  $368,000  this  year. 

Today  a  constituent  of  mine  sent  to  me 
this  envelope  which  I  hold  in  my  hand. 
It  is  a  heavy  duty — that  is  it  is  heavy 
weight,  legal  size,  10-by- 15-inch  envelope 
and  it  contains  a  small  report  8  by  11 
inches.  It  is  a  self-mailer,  by  the  way, 
and  it  has  a  place  for  the  address  and 
everything  on  it. 

It  was  put  in  here  to  ask  the  question 
whether  or  not  there  will  be  sufficient 
wood  pulp  left  in  America  or  any  place 
else  to  sustain  this  kind  of  mailing  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  ’The  post¬ 
master  apparently  complained  because  of 
such  a  heavy  and  big  envelope  for  this 
kind  of  report  which  was  a  report  for 
the  farmer,  by  the  way,  because  the  retail 
stores  sales  went  up  7  percent  but  like 
the  rest  of  us  the  farmers  went  up  only 
2.5  percent. 

But  he  asks  if  this  is  not  too  heavy  a 
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burden  on  the  taxpayers  and  too  heavy 
a  burden  on  the  postal  carrier  and  the 
woodpulp  producers  in  America. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  expired. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute  to  answer  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

As  I  understand,  the  gentleman  has 
asked  me  a  question. 

Mr.  TALCOTT.  I  would  just  like  to 
know  if  you  agree  with  my  constituent. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  feel  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  does  that  there  has  been  the  use  of 
an  envelope  which  is  far  too  large.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  I  can  see  how  the  gentleman’s 
constituent  would  be  critical.  When  it 
comes  to  cutting  the  budget  for  agricifi- 
ture,  they  have  seen  the  opportunity  to 
make  a  point.  But  on  much  of  the  corre¬ 
spondence  we  all  get,  it  is  hard  to  satisfy 
the  senders.  But  I  can  easily  agree  with 
him  on  what  he  is  getting  at. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  SCHERLEl. 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  If  I  may  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  a 
question.  I  notice  on  page  40,  the  statis¬ 
tical  reporting  service  was  endowed  with 
an  additional  appropriation  for  the  fiscal 
year  1969.  I  think  it  is  quite  apparent  to 
the  Members  of  the  House  that  the  sta¬ 
tistical  reporting  service  as  far  as  we 
in  agriculture  are  concerned  have'  done  a 
mighty  poor  job.  The  erroneous  estimates 
that  have  come  out  from  the  USDA  time 
after  time  have  cost  the  farmers  and  the 
people  in  agriculture  a  great  deal  of 
money.  Some  of  the  estimates  have  been 
utterly  fantastic. 

I  wonder  if  during  the  hearings  the 
committee  saw  fit  to  ask  that  the  report¬ 
ing  service  imder  the  USDA  try  to  reno¬ 
vate  their  method  and  make  it  more 
current  and  modern,  to  the  extent  that 
we  would  have  some  reliability  and  faith 
so  far  as  this  service  is  concerned. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  This  has  been  a  sub¬ 
ject,  I  may  say  to  my  colleague,  that  has 
bothered  the  committee  through  the 
years.  We  have  increased  the  fimds  reg¬ 
ularly  until  we  ran  into  the  problem  that 
we  have  this  year  and  circumstances  re¬ 
quired  us  to  try  to  get  along  with  what 
we  have  had.  Our  committee  urged  that 
they  make  more  use  of  people  whose 
business  it  is  to  gather  these  statistics. 

A  few  years  ago  this  procedure  was 
handled,  as  the  gentleman  will  recall, 
by  sending  out  letters  to  certain  individ¬ 
uals  on  a  key  list  and  just  relying  on  vol¬ 
untary  reporting  by  such  individuals.  But 
in  recent  years  there  has  been  a  further 
request  made  of  county  agents  and  those 
actually  engaged  in  agriculture,  so  as  to 
try  to  be  more  accurate.  We  have  urged 
them  from  time  to  time  to  try  to  get  fur¬ 
ther  studies  and  get  them  from  someone 
whose  business  it  is,  rather  than  merely 
relying  on  the  voluntary  reports. 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  I  am  happy  to  hear 
the  gentleman  make  that  recommenda¬ 
tion,  because  it  has  been  thought  by  we 
in  agriculture  for  many  years  that  the 
person  most  capable  for  these  estimates 
would  be  the  county  extension  agent, 
and  I  would  certainly  hope  that  some 
time  in  the  future  additional  considera¬ 
tion  would  be  given  to  implement  the 
authorization  of  this  man  in  this  field  to 
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help  make  these  estimates.  I  thank  the 
chairman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  committee  agrees 
with  you  completely. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  has  expired. 

Mr.  GRAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  when  the 
Wholesome  Meat  Act  of  1967  was  being 
debated  by  the  House  during  the  first 
session  of  this  Congress,  there  were  some 
who  expressed  doubt  and  reservations 
about  the  Federal-State  cooperation  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill. 

I  am  happy  to  report  today  that  some 
4  months  after  the  passage  of  the  Whole¬ 
some  Meat  Act,  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture’s  Consumer  and  Marketing 
Service  has  completed  cooperative  meat 
inspection  agreements  with  four  States — ■ 
New  York,  California,  Illinois,  and  Ha¬ 
waii.  I  am  informed  that  agreements  with 
several  other  States  will  be  completed 
in  the  near  future. 

Under  these  agreements  each  of  the 
States  will  have  up  to  2  years — or  3 
if  significant  progress  is  being  made — to 
establish  a  meat  inspection  program  at 
least  equal  to  that  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  In  addition  to  providing  up  to 
half  the  cost  of  these  State  programs, 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  will  also 
be  providing  technical  and  laboratory  as¬ 
sistance  to  the  States  and  helping  to 
train  State  inspection  personnel. 

Each  of  the  States  will  operate  its  own 
inspection  program  for  red  meats  which 
are  sold  or  shipped  within  State  boimd- 
aries.  The  State  programs  will  be  con¬ 
ducted  tmder  each  State’s  own  inspection 
laws  and  regulations.  The  U.S.  Meat  In¬ 
spection  Service,  of  course,  will  continue 
to  inspect  meat  processed  in  plants  that 
sell  products  across  State  lines  or  in  for¬ 
eign  commerce. 

Before  these  Federal-State  coopera¬ 
tive  agreements  were  signed,  both  State 
and  Federal  personnel  surveyed  packing 
plants  and  inspection  procedm-es  in  each 
of  the  States,  determined  how  current 
inspection  programs  could  be  improved, 
and  estimated  the  costs  of  carrying  out 
the  improvements. 

While  we  are  still  a  long  way  from 
achieving  the  ultimate  goal  of  the  Whole¬ 
some  Meat  Act  of  1967,  there  can  no 
longer  be  any  doubt  that  we  are  well  on 
the  way  toward  establishing  a  single  min¬ 
imum  standard  of  wholesomeness  for 
the  Nation’s  meat  supply — whether  fed¬ 
erally  or  State  inspected. 

Mr.  VIGORITO.  Mr.  Chairman,  one 
of  the  great  unmet  needs  in  this  coim- 
try  today  is  to  find  a  way  to  enable 
fanners  to  gain  a  fair  share  of  the  fi-uits 
of  their  outstanding  record  of  produc¬ 
tion.  Farmers  have  a  strong  desire  to  do 
this  through  their  own  efforts,  and  I 
think  the  rest  of  the  country  would  pre¬ 
fer  it  that  way,  too. 

Group  action — through  farmer-owned 
cooperatives — provides  a  means  by  which 
farmers  can  help  themselves.  We  have 
an  agency  within  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  which  directly  assist^  farmer 
self-help  efforts.  The  Farmer  Coopera¬ 
tive  Service,  though  operating  on  a  mod¬ 
est  budget,  renders  extremely  valuable 
service  in  the  field  of  research,  educa¬ 
tion,  and  technical  assistance.  It  could 


do  much  more  and  stands  ready  to  do  so 
if  granted  the  funds  which  have  been 
approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

My  concern  here  is  that  the  increase 
requested  by  the  Farmer  Cooperative 
Service  has  been  slashed  from  the  overall 
agricultural  budget  at  a  time  when  we 
are  seeking  ways  to  reduce  the  degree  of 
farmer  dependence  on  Federal  aid.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  poor  economics  to  deny  a  mod¬ 
est  budget  increase  for  the  agency  whose 
sole  purpose  is  to  enable  farmers  to  stand 
on  their  own  feet. 

Mr.  WYATT.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
continuously  urging  that  Federal  spend¬ 
ing  be  cut.  Many  of  us  have  been  urging 
a  thorough  reevaluation  of  priorities  in 
spending.  All  this  to  attempt  to  cut  our 
huge  deficit,  to  balance  our  budget,  or 
to  bring  it  closer  into  balance,  and  to  re¬ 
store  confidence  in  the  dollar  abroad  at 
a  time  when  this  confidence  is  so  des¬ 
perately  needed  if  we  are  to  stave  off 
fiscal  disaster. 

This  afternoon,  we  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  take  meaningful  action  in  this 
direction.  The  farm  programs  have 
grown  to  their  present  position  by  legis¬ 
lative  laxness  and  by  the  constant  pres¬ 
sures  of  the  large  farmers.  No  longer  is 
the  small  family  farmer  much  encour¬ 
aged  or,  in  fact,  helped  by  the  Federal 
Government.  We  have  reached  the  point 
where  most  farmers  in  my  district  would 
prefer  that  many  of  these  farm  programs 
be  abolished. 

It  is  incredible  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  be  annually  paying  nine 
individual  recipients  over  $1  million 
each,  that  we  should  be  paying  27  recip¬ 
ients  over  $500,000  each,  and  that  we 
should  be  paying  over  5,000  recipients 
over  $25,000  each,  in  every  case,  for  just 
1  year.  Yet,  that  is  what  we  propose  to 
do  in  this  agricultural  appropriations 
bill. 

I  strongly  support  the  Findley  amend¬ 
ment  and  urge  the  House  to  do  likewise. 
It  would  limit  the  amount  which  could 
be  paid  under  a  variety  of  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  farm  programs  to  $10,000  each. 
Surely,  this  is  enough.  Let  us  get  out  of 
this  business  of  subsidies  to  the  huge 
corporate  farms,  and  let  us  limit  our 
aid  at  this  time  to  the  small  family  farm. 
We  will  save  our  taxpayers  $500,000,000 
in  the  process. 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  Mr.  chairman,  I  have 
not  had  an  opportimity  to  study  H.R. 
16913,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  which  was  just  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  House  yesterday  along  with 
the  committee  report.  Since  this  bill  pro¬ 
poses  the  appropriation  of  nearly  $6  bil¬ 
lion  for  a  great  many  programs  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  which  I  am  interested,  I  can 
only  hope  that  sufficient  attention  has 
been  given  by  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  to  the  needs  of  m’ban  consum¬ 
ers,  to  the  needs  of  the  schoolchildren, 
to  the  needs  of  the  family  farmers,  and 
to  all  others  with  a  very  vital  stake  in 
this  huge  appropriation  bill. 

If  there  were  more  time  in  which  to 
go  over  all  of  the  items  in  the  bill,  I  would 
certainly  try  to  satisfy  myself  on  all  of 
these  points.  I  have  been  going  through 
the  committee  report  and  I  am  pleased 
that  the  committee  made  a  particular 


point  of  emphasizing  the  heavy  responsi¬ 
bilities  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  in  protecting  the  health  of  the 
American  people — through  meat  and 
poultry  inspection,  pesticides  regulation, 
the  school  limch  program,  the  school 
milk  program,  the  school  breakfast  pro¬ 
gram,  nutrition  research,  disease  con¬ 
trol,  and  many,  many  other  things,  in¬ 
cluding  the  assurance  of  adequate  sup¬ 
plies  of  food  for  the  American  people. 

In  the  limited  time  available  since  the 
committee  acted  yesterday,  I  have  tried 
to  make  sure  that  the  one  program  of  the 
Department  for  which  I  have  had  the 
most  responsibility  as  a  Member  of  Con¬ 
gress — the  food  stamp  program — would 
be  adequately  funded.  I  am  happy  to 
acknowledge  that  the  committee  has  rec¬ 
ommended  for  the  food  stamp  program 
in  the  coming  fiscal  year  every  cent 
which  Congress  could  legally  appropriate 
for  the  program  under  existing  law. 

FULL  BUDGET  AMOUNT  RECOMMENDED 

The  ceiling  in  the  authorization  law 
is  $225  million.  That  is  the  amount  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  this  appropriation  bill.  It 
represekts  an  increase  of  $40  million  over 
the  amount  available  in  the  current  fiscal 
year. 

Each  year,  when  we  have  appropriated 
funds  for  the  food  stamp  program,  some 
Members  have  asked  critically  why  the 
amoimt  for  this  program  is  always  in¬ 
creasing.  The  answer,  of  course,  is  that, 
since  the  food  stamp  program  began  in 
1961  as  a  very  small  pilot  project  opera¬ 
tion  in  only  eight  counties  in  the  coun¬ 
try,  its  success  in  helping  to  assure  good, 
nutritious,  adequate  diets  for  low-income 
families,  by  utilizing  the  existing  chan¬ 
nels  of  trade,  has  increasingly  stimu¬ 
lated  the  States  and  localities  to  request 
participation  in  the  program.  At  this 
point,  nearly  1,000  counties  are  partici¬ 
pating  and  an  additional  389  coimties 
have  been  designated  for  Inclusion  in  the 
program.  Naturally,  a  program  which  is 
going  into  more  and  more  areas  of  the 
coimtry  to  help  low-income  families  eat 
properly  is  going  to  cost  more  than  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  is  not  expanding. 

According  to  the  information  at  page 
579  of  part  2  of  the  four  volumes  of  hear¬ 
ings  by  the  Whitten  subcommittee  on 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  it  costs  the  Government  an 
average  of  $4.39  per  person  per  month  to 
hand  out  free  food — surplus  commodi¬ 
ties — under  the  direct  distribution  pro¬ 
gram,  compared  to  a  cost  of  $6.20  per 
month  per  person  for  those  on  the  food 
stamp  program.  A  county  or  city  has 
either  one  program  or  the  other.  The 
food  stamp  program  costs  the  Federal 
Government  $1.81  more  per  person  per 
month  than  the  other  program,  and  the 
difference  is  the  difference  between  night 
and  day. 

Under  direct  distribution,  you  merely 
hand  out  whatever  limited  foods  are  in 
surplus,  and  it  is  impossible  for  any 
family  to  enjoy  a  well-rounded  diet,  or 
to  avoid  malnutrition,  by  depending 
upon  these  foods.  Yet  many  families  do 
try  to  exist  “on  the  commodities.”  On  the 
other  hand,  not  only  the  money  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Federal  Government,  but  the 
very  substantial  amoimts  each  family 
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contributes  out  of  its  own  resources  for 
participation  in  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram,  together  go  to  the  purchase  of  an 
adequate  diet. 

MORE  FUNDS  WILL  BE  NEEDED 

This  appropriation  bUl  includes  the 
full  budget  amount  presently  authorized 
under  law  for  the  food  stamp  program 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  but  it  will  not 
be  enough.  I  think  the  Members  should 
all  realize  that  fact.  In  the  coming  weeks, 
we  will  hear  a  great  deal  about  starving 
people  in  the  United  States.  We  know 
that  there  are  many,  many  people  not 
getting  enough  to  eat.  These  are  not, 
however,  people  who  are  participating  in 
the  food  stamp  program.  In  those  areas 
where  the  food  stamp  program  is  oper¬ 
ating,  thousands  of  families  which  are 
eligible  for  participation  have  not  come 
into  the  program.  From  my  own  experi¬ 
ence  with  the  program  in  St.  Louis,  I 
can  say  that  one  of  the  greatest  reasons 
for  nonparticipation  among  eligible 
families  is  lack  of  an  imderstanding  of 
how  the  program  operates.  They  say  they 
cannot  afford  to  participate.  Very  often, 
however,  they  have  never  bothered  to 
find  out  how  to  go  about  participating, 
and  are  basing  their  decision  not  to  par¬ 
ticipate  on  what  they  understand  it 
might  cost  them,  based  on  the  experi¬ 
ences  of  other  families  with  altogether 
different  income  and  expense  situations. 

The  food  stamp  program  is  not  an 
easy  one  to  administer.  You  must  almost 
take  some  of  these  families  by  the  hand 
and  patiently  explain  that  for  the 
amoimt  of  money  they  normally  spend 
for  food,  they  can  enjoy  a  complete  and 
well-rounded  diet.  The  food  is  not  free, 
however.  The  law  requires  that  recipi¬ 
ents  of  the  food  stamps  may  not  reduce 
their  own  normal  expenditures  for  food. 
It  would  be  a  simple  matter  to  trans¬ 
form  this  into  a  free  food  program,  as  is 
frequently  demanded,  but  instead  of 
having  the  Government  pay,  on  the  aver¬ 
age,  one-third  of  the  cost  of  assuring 
an  adequate  diet  for  poor  people,  with 
the  recipients  themselves  paying  the 
other  two-thirds,  as  is  now  the  case,  you 
would  be  tripling  the  present  program 
cost  for  the  same  nmnber  of  participants. 
The  net  effect  would  be  to  give  poor  peo¬ 
ple  their  food  free — all  the  food  they 
need  for  an  adequate  diet — so  that  they 
could  spend  for  other  things  the  money 
they  now  spend  for  food.  This  was  cer¬ 
tainly  not  the  intent  of  the  food  stamp 
program. 

Nevertheless,  as  I  said,  the  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  in  this  bill  for  the  food  stamp 
program  will  not  be  adequate.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  has  asked  for  the  passage  of  legis¬ 
lation  to  increase  the  authorization  from 
the  present  ceiling  of  $225  to  $245  million 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  I  introduced 
such  a  bill  earlier  this  year  and  also 
one  to  eliminate  the  ceiling  on  appro¬ 
priations  so  that  the  Congress  each  year 
could  appropriate  whatever  amount  it 
considered  necessary  or  desirable  for 
operation  of  the  food  stamp  program. 
No  action  has  been  taken  as  yet  in  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  to  move  that 
legislation.  In  the  meantime,  numerous 
areas  of  the  country  which  have  been 
designated  for  inclusion  in  the  food 
stamp  program  will  not  be  able  to  come 


into  it.  I  shall  have  more  to  say  on  this 
in  the  near  future.  We  must  pass  a  new 
authorization  biU  in  this  session  in  order 
to  permit  any  significant  increase  in  food 
stamp  participation. 

It  is  important  that  the  Members  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  and  par¬ 
ticularly  the  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture,  are  fully  aware  of  the 
fact  that  new  food  stamp  legislation  will 
have  to  be  passed  this  year  to  make  pos¬ 
sible  the  expansion  in  the  program  an¬ 
nounced  last  December.  This  has  noth¬ 
ing  to  do  with  the  demands  we  will  be 
hearing  for  a  free  food  stamp  program. 
It  has  no  relation  whatsoever  to  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  poor  people’s  campaign.  Yet, 
the  longer  we  delay  taking  up  legislation 
to  increase  the  authorization  for  food 
stamp  appropriations — legislation  we 
must  pass  in  any  event — the  more  it  will 
appear  when  we  do  take  it  up  that  we  are 
doing  so  under  pressures  and  threats  and 
mass  marches  on  Washington.  I  cannot 
emphasize  this  point  too  strongly. 

In  the  meantime,  all  of  us  who  are  con¬ 
cerned  over  the  plight  of  the  poor — over 
the  fact  of  existence  of  hunger  and  mal¬ 
nutrition  in  this  country — and  we  know 
that  they  do  exist — must  impress  upon 
our  State  and  local  welfare  authorities 
the  urgency  of  making  existing  food 
stamp  programs  more  effective  in  reach¬ 
ing  all  of  the  poor  people  who  are  eligible 
to  participate.  For  the  very,  very  poor,  it 
requires  only  50  cents  per  person  per 
month  to  obtain  sufficient  food  stamps  to 
purchase  enough  food  for  a  month — an 
adequate  diet  for  a  whole  month.  If  there 
is  in  this  country  a  family  which  is  now 
spending  less  than  50  cents  a  month  per 
person  for  food,  I  would  be  frankly 
amazed.  I  do  not  think  any  such  family 
exists  in  the  United  States.  If  there  is 
such  a  family,  or  any  such  families, 
surely — if  the  county  welfare  department 
will  not  help  it  to  scrape  together  this 
small  amount  of  money — the  Salvation 
Army  or  the  churches  or  the  antipoverty 
agencies  or  CARE  or  even  private  citizens 
will  come  forward  with  the  necessary  50 
cents  per  person  per  month  to  enable 
such  families  to  eat  decently  in  a  country 
which  can  produce  food  in  such  vast 
abundance. 

In  some  States,  the  purchase  require¬ 
ment  for  food  stamps  may  be  imneces- 
sarily  rigid.  We  encountered  that  prob¬ 
lem  in  Missouri  when  the  St.  Louis  food 
stamp  project  was  initiated  5  years  ago. 
We  are  constantly  reviewing  the  pur¬ 
chase  requirements  to  make  sure  that 
families  which  should  participate  can 
afford  to  do  so  while  still  meeting  their 
required  expenses  for  shelter,  medical 
care,  and  other  necessities.  The  churches 
and  the  settlement  houses  are  deeply  in¬ 
volved  in  this  problem  and  constantly 
working  for  improvement  in  the  food 
stamp  machinery.  The  good  people  on 
the  local  level  have  an  obligation  to  help 
make  the  program  work.  They  must  be 
involved  personally.  It  cannot  run  prop¬ 
erly  on  the  basis  of  directives  out  of 
Washington  and  the  State  welfare  agen¬ 
cy  alone. 

ABUSES  IN  THE  PROGRAM 

In  a  program  of  this  scope,  with  mil¬ 
lions  of  participants  receiving  coupons 
which  are  the  same  as  money  in  the  gro¬ 


cery  store,  and  with  many  thousands  of 
stores  accepting  those  coupons  as  money, 
it  is  Inevitable  that  some  people  will 
cheat  and  that  some  stores  will  break 
the  law.  The  hearings  of  the  Whitten 
subcommittee  refer  to  a  number  of  such 
cases.  It  is  my  imderstanding  that  these 
cases  were  uncovered  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture’s  own  Investigators.  This 
investigative  work  must  be  continued 
and  expanded.  It  is  not  fair  to  the  tax¬ 
payers  or  to  the  food  stamp  participants 
themselves  to  countenance  cheating  by 
any  of  the  recipients  or  by  any  of  the 
participating  stores.  This  program  is  too 
useful  to  have  it  jeopardized  by  criminal 
elements  violating  the  law.  In  this  con¬ 
nection,  the  courts  must  be  diligent  in 
punishing  willful  violations.  The  Justice 
Department  is  obligated  to  present  its 
prosecutions  in  such  manner  that  the 
judges  recognize  the  seriousness  of  ma¬ 
jor  violations. 

I  am  pleased  to  note  that  most  of  the 
violations  uncovered  have  been  of  such 
minor  or  technical  nature  that  all  that 
was  required  was  a  warning  to  the  store 
or  individual  to  be  more  careful  in  the 
handling  of  the  stamps.  But  any  store¬ 
keeper  who  accepts  the  stamps  for  pur¬ 
chases  other  than  food,  or  who  redeems 
them  in  cash  which  can  then  be  used 
illegally  for  other  pm-poses,  must  recog¬ 
nize  the  fact — must  be  made  to  recognize 
the  fact — that  he  is  defrauding  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  United  States  and  the 
taxpayers  of  the  United  States  and  is 
contributing  to  the  destruction  of  a  very 
worthwhile  self-help  program  which  is  of 
great  benefit  to  the  food  industry  as  well 
as  to  our  needy. 

The  hearings  refer  to  an  incident  in 
Philadelphia  where  an  individual  pur¬ 
portedly  acting  as  agent  for  969  recipi¬ 
ents — presumably  shut-ins,  invalids,  and 
older  people  who  could  not  readily  go  to 
the  food  stamp  sales  oflBoes  to  obtain 
their  monthly  allotments  of  stamps,  and 
authorized  him  to  buy  the  stamps  for 
them — allegedly  converted  the  stamps 
into  cash,  obtaining  $53,000  for  stamps 
purchased  for  $36,000.  The  Department 
of  Agriculture  advises  me  that  a  retailer 
involved  in  this  illegal  operation  was  in¬ 
dicated  on  the  basis  of  infoimation  sup¬ 
plied  by  the  Pennsylvania  Depai*tment 
of  Public  Assistance.  I  think  all  of  us 
have  a  right  to  assimance  that  if  the 
facts  are  as  indicated,  the  person  in¬ 
volved  is  punished  severely  enough  to 
discourage  similar  frauds  from  occur¬ 
ring. 

Prom  the  time  this  program  went  into 
effect  under  the  standards  laid  down  in 
the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  290  retail 
establishments  have  been  disqualified 
from  participation  for  periods  ranging 
from  30  days  to  1  year.  In  a  low-income 
neighborhood,  disqualification  from  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  food  stamp  program 
virtually  puts  a  retailer  out  of  business 
for  the  period  of  the  disqualification. 

During  1967,  there  were  1,201  investi¬ 
gations  of  retailers  in  which  final  determ¬ 
inations  were  made  of  the  degree  of 
violation  or  compliance.  In  37  percent 
of  the  cases,  the  retailers  were  com¬ 
pletely  cleared  with  no  indication  of 
any  violations,  and  in  another  48  percent, 
the  violations  were  of  such  minor  nature 
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that  no  further  action  was  necessary- 
after  a  warning  letter  or  a  visit  by  field 
personnel  to  explain  how  the  violations 
can  be  avoided.  So  85  percent  of  the  firms 
actually  investigated,  on  the  basis  of  com¬ 
plaints  or  indications  of  possible  or  prob¬ 
able  violations  revealed  no  significant 
violations,  and  only  15  percent  of  those 
actually  suspected  of  violations  warrant¬ 
ed  some  punishment. 

I  should  stress  that  this  Is  not  15  per¬ 
cent  of  the  stores  participating,  or  15 
percent  of  a  random  sample.  I  should 
further  stress  that  there  were  72,334  food 
concerns  participating  in  the  food  stamp 
program  during  1967.  So  the  level  of 
significant  violations  is  a  very  tiny  per¬ 
centage  of  all  the  stores  and  wholesalers 
participating. 

WHAT  IS  THE  PROGRAM  DOING  FOR  POOR  PEOPLE.!* 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  gone  into  a  great 
deal  of  detail  in  these  remarks  about  the 
food  stamp  program  because  I  want  the 
Members  of  the  House  to  be  aware  of  the 
fact  that  we  need  additional  legislation 
this  year  in  order  to  expand  the  program 
just  to  include  those  localities  already 
designated  for  inclusion  in  the  program. 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  has 
reluctantly  recommended  food  stamp 
legislation  on  three  occasions  since  1959, 
but  it  has  never  been  very  strong  for  the 
idea.  We  had  a  real  battle  on  the  House 
floor  in  1964  in  passing  the  basic  law  now 
on  the  books,  but  we  got  it  through  only 
by  tying  this  issue  into  a  package  which 
also  included  a  wheat-cotton  bill.  Last 
year,  we  went  through  another  grueling 
battle  in  the  House  to  continue  the  food 
stamp  program  by  authorizing  appro¬ 
priations  for  this  year  and  the  forthcom¬ 
ing  fiscal  year.  The  authorization  bill 
passed  last  year  for  the  coming  fiscal 
year  was  not  adequate.  Those  Members 
who  desire  to  have  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  introduced  in  their  districts  for  the 
first  time,  or  expanded  into  additional 
localities  in  their  districts,  will  certainly 
want  to  make  sure  that  the  necessary 
legislation  is  passed  to  permit  additional 
funds  to  be  appropriated  for  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Whitten]  and  his  subcommittee  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations 
have  included  in  this  appropriation  bill 
today  every  cent  which  Congress  under 
present  law  can  appropriate  for  the  food 
stamp  program  in  the  1969  fiscal  year 
which  begins  this  coming  July  1.  The 
Whitten  subcommittee  and  the  full  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  have  gone  as 
far  as  they  can  go  in  this  bill  in  appro¬ 
priating  money  for  food  stamps.  It  is  now 
up  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture.  That 
committee,  I  believe,  is  now  engaged  in 
the  consideration  of  legislation  to  extend 
the  1964  wheat-cotton  act,  which  de¬ 
pended  for  enactment  4  years  ago  on  the 
votes  of  many  of  us  from  urban  areas  of 
the  coimtry. 

Those  of  us  who  have  seen  the  food 
stamp  program  in  operation  in  our  cities 
have  been  deeply  impressed  by  the  ef¬ 
fectiveness  of  the  program  in  enabling 
needy  families  to  enjoy  the  American 
standard  of  living  at  the  dinner  table. 
The  children  are  doing  better  in  school  as 
a  result  of  eating  properly.  Nutritional 
standards  have  improved  markedly.  This 


program  can  outlaw  hunger  in  this  coun¬ 
try  if  properly  administered  on  the  State 
and  local  level  and  if  all  of  us  concerned 
about  the  plight  of  the  poor  make  sure 
it  is  not  strangled  in  bureaucracy  or  by 
regulations  which  are  too  rigid.  Despite 
shortcomings  which  exist  in  even  the  best 
of  programs — and  this  is  one  of  the 
best — the  fact  is  that  it  works.  But  it  can 
be  improved. 

I  have  received  many  letters  from  con¬ 
stituents  participating  in  the  food  stamp 
program  in  St.  Louis,  and  nearly  all  of 
them  are  enthusiastic  about  it.  They 
■w'ould,  of  course,  like  to  be  able  to  buy 
the  stamps  for  less  money  each  month, 
in  order  to  have  more  funds  to  spend 
for  other  things,  but  generally  they  are 
willing  to  pay  the  required  charges  for 
remaining  in  the  program.  It  has  meant 
a  big  change  in  the  kind  of  foods  these 
families  can  enjoy  and  has  brought  about 
a  much  greater  sense  of  well-being  in 
families  which  previously  lived  on  the 
edge  of  hunger. 

Similar  benefits  can  be  extended  to 
every  poor  family  in  every  part  of  this 
country  if  we  let  this  program  grow  and 
expand  along  the  lines  we  intended  in 
passing  the  Pood  Stamp  Act  of  1964. 

Mr.  SCHEUER.  Mr.  Chairman,  al¬ 
though  I  can  imderstand  the  committee’s 
concern  for  holding  the  line  on  Federal 
expenditures  wherever  possible,  I  ques¬ 
tion  the  wisdom  of  their  action  in  cut¬ 
ting  the  request  for  the  school  feeding 
programs. 

I  cannot  imderstand  the  reductions  in 
the  requests  for  funding  of  the  school 
breakfast  program,  the  special  assistance 
phase  of  the  national  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  and  assistance  in  the  purchase  of 
food  service  equipment  for  schools. 

We  have  here  a  so-called  saving  of 
$14,230,000  wholly  at  the  expense  of 
schoolchildren  most  in  need  of  better 
nutrition. 

What  is  the  rationale,  what  is  the  rea- 
isoning,  what  conceivable  justification 
can  there  be  for  this  action  in  the  face 
of  a  known  shortfall  in  meeting  our  re¬ 
sponsibilities  to  feed  hungry  children? 

This  means  1  more  year  of  deprivation 
for  thousands  of  children  in  ghetto 
schools  and  poor  rural  schools.  In  this 
year’s  appropriations  the  Congress  re¬ 
sponded  to  the  need  for  more  funds  for 
the  breakfast  program  and  the  special 
assistance  program  but  now  the  commit¬ 
tee  proposes  no  increases  for  1969.  This 
means  severe  loss  of  program  momentum 
and  progress  toward  improving  the  nu¬ 
tritional  status  of  needy  children. 

This  body  recently  voted  398  to  0  to 
expand  food  service  programs  to  day  care 
centers  and  to  recreational  programs  in¬ 
cluding  summer  programs  for  children. 
That  bill,  which  I  was  proud  to  have  had 
a  hand  in  drafting,  was  an  expression  of 
concern  about  hungry  children  in  this 
country. 

Today  we  are  asked  to  say,  in  effect, 
that  hungry  schoolchildren  are  all  being 
fed  and  that  there  is  no  further  prob¬ 
lem.  We  know  better. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  the  recent  shocking 
report  by  the  citizens  board  of  inquiry 
into  hunger  and  malnutrition  in  the 
United  States  discloses  widespread  in¬ 
stances  of  malnutrition  among  all  age 


groups  in  large  areas  of  this  country.  It 
is  outrageous  that  this  bill  not  only 
ignores  that  report  but  proposes  to  cut 
back  on  one  of  the  few  programs  which 
reaches  any  significant  gi’oup  among 
those  in  need  of  food. 

A  bill  which  appropriates  over  $2  bil¬ 
lion  for  programs  to  discourage  the 
growing  of  food  but  which  ignores  the 
hungry  and  badly  nourished  is  a  bill  that 
I  cannot  support.  I  shall  vote  “no.” 

Mr.  KEITH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  commend  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  and  the  members  of  his  sub¬ 
committee  for  the  excellent  work  they 
did  in  trimming  the  nonessentials  from 
the  budget  request  for  agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  in  this  year  of  extreme  finan¬ 
cial  difficulties. 

I  was  pleased  to  note  the  reduction  of 
over  $1  billion  from  the  budget  request — 
but  at  the  same  time,  I  was  happy  to  see 
that  the  subcommittee  had  increased 
funds  for  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 
I  was  one  of  the  Members  referred  to  who 
wrote  to  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi, 
requesting  that  sufficient  funds  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  those  worthwhile  programs 
so  that  they  could  be  carried  on  at  or 
close  to  the  operating  levels  approved  by 
Congress  for  fiscal  year  1968. 

At  the  time  I  wrote,  parts  of  Massachu¬ 
setts  had  been  ravaged  by  extensive 
fiooding — and  the  need  for  continued  ef¬ 
forts  at  soil  conservation  through  water¬ 
shed  planning  and  protection,  as  well  as 
flood  prevention,  was  dramatically  clear. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  be  the  last  to 
deny  the  need  for  economy — and  have 
consistently  urged  that  priorities  be  es¬ 
tablished  and  strictly  followed.  Nones¬ 
sential  expenditures  must  be  curtailed — 
many  programs  which  are  very  desirable 
but  not  essential  must  wait  until  this  Na¬ 
tion’s  resources  can  handle  them — ^with¬ 
out  a  mammoth  budget  deficit.  My  con¬ 
stituents  are  practically  unanimous  in 
their  call  for  economy  in  Government, 
but  at  the  same  time  they  recognize  that 
certain  programs  must  have  top  prior¬ 
ity — programs  which,  if  delayed,  would 
cost  much  more  to  implement,  at  the  risk 
of  irreplaceable  damage.  Soil  conserva¬ 
tion  is  one  of  these  high  priority  items. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  page  26  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  there  is  a  discussion  of  the 
food  and  water  needs  of  this  country  in 
a  few  years.  I  would  like  to  call  the  at¬ 
tention  of  my  colleagues  to  an  excellent 
book,  “Famine  1975,”  written  by  two 
brothers,  Paul  and  William  Paddock. 

The  Paddock  brothers’  credentials  are 
outstanding:  Paul  was  a  member  of  the 
Foreign  Service  for  20  years,  most  of 
which  were  spent  serving  in  underdevel¬ 
oped  countries.  William  is  an  agronomist 
who  has  spent  most  of  his  working  years 
in  the  underdeveloped  countries  of  Latin 
America.  Both  know  well  what  they  are 
talking  about  when  they  predict 
famine — famine  that  must  inevitably 
come  to  underdeveloped  nations  with  the 
rise  of  population  and  the  slow  rate  of 
increase  in  food  production. 

The  Paddock  brothers  see  1974  as  the 
crucial  year,  but  for  convenience  sake 
they  round  that  figure  to  1975.  Basing 
their  conclusions  on  the  fact  that  sev¬ 
eral  large  underdeveloped  nations — in- 
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eluding  India,  China,  and  Egypt — have 
within  the  past  few  years  received  mas¬ 
sive  grain  shipments  from  the  United 
States,  Australia,  and  Canada,  they  pre¬ 
dict  that  in  1975  the  human  race  will 
split  into  two  camps.  Call  them  rich  and 
poor,  or  fed  and  unfed,  there  will  be  two 
clearcut  groups  of  the  human  race. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  cannot  afford  not  to 
take  steps  now  to  preserve  our  soil  and 
our  water.  I  congratulate  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  on  a  fine  piece  of  work, 
and  thank  him  for  his  recognition  of  the 
high  priority  of  saving  our  soil  and  water 
resources. 

Mr.  BRADEMAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wish  to  comment  on  one  particular  aspect 
of  H.R.  16913,  the  agriculture  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  for  the  fiscal  year  1969.  I  refer 
to  the  appropriation  for  the  loan  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  Rural  Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amoimt  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  REA  loan  fimd — $345.5  mil¬ 
lion — is  a  minimum  figure.  Indeed,  the 
recommended  appropriation  is  well  below 
the  amoimt  of  funds  that  will  be  needed 
to  meet  the  financial  requirements  in 
rural  electrification  in  the  years  ahead. 

The  evidence  is,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
rural  electric  cooperatives  are  being 
called  upon  to  serve  some  150,000  addi¬ 
tional  consumers  each  year.  Rural  power 
requirements  will  triple  over  the  next  20 
years.  These  needs,  added  to  those  of 
rural  telephone  cooperatives,  call  for  an 
estimated  $11  billion  in  new  capital  dur¬ 
ing  the  next  15  years,  an  amount  double 
that  provided  in  congressional  appro¬ 
priations  for  REA  loans  over  the  past  15 
years. 

Certainly,  in  my  own  State,  I  know 
that  the  financial  needs  for  the  future 
growth  of  rural  electric  cooperatives  are 
particularly  great.  The  Indiana  State¬ 
wide  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  has  said 
that  continuation  of  the  REA  loan  pro¬ 
gram  at  a  restrictive  level  means  that 
Indiana’s  rural  electrics  will  be  faced 
with  financial  strains  which  will  seri¬ 
ously  hamper  their  ability  to  meet  the 
growing  power  demands  of  their  190,000 
rural  member-consumers. 

Thus  in  future  years  we  should  be  pre¬ 
pared  not  to  restrict  or  diminish,  but  to 
increase  the  funds  available  for  con¬ 
tinuing  the  work  of  rural  electrification. 

Let  me  at  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman, 
quote  from  the  report  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  on  this  bill.  The  report 
said: 

Testimony  from  the  REA  Administrator 
and  representatives  of  the  electric  coopera¬ 
tives  indicates  that  the  demand  for  electri¬ 
fication  loans  In  the  next  fiscal  year  will  be 
in  excess  of  $700  million — double  the  amount 
available.  One  of  the  principal  reasons  for 
this  large  demand  is  that  electricity  now  sub¬ 
stitutes  on  the  farm  for  labor  which  is  no 
longer  available.  The  modern  farm  is  a  high¬ 
ly  automated  and  electrified  operation. 

And  I  think  it  ought  here  to  be  noted, 
Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  committee  report 
declared  of  Rural  Electrification  loans: 

Based  on  previous  experience,  aU  of  these 
loans  will  be  repaid  to  the  Treasury.  They 
do  not  represent  an  unrecovered  expenditure 
as  do  the  regular  operating  programs  of  the 
Government. 


Indeed,  Mr.  Chairman,  spokesmen  for 
the  Rural  Electrification  Co-Op  of  Indi¬ 
ana  have  advised  me  of  their  view  that 
the  House  should  consider  $500  million  as 
a  minimum  figure  for  the  loan  authori¬ 
zation. 

I  realize,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  must 
exercise  restraint  in  many  areas  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  expenditure,  but  the  rural  elec¬ 
trification  loan  program  is  so  essential  to 
the  lives  of  many  American  farm  fami¬ 
lies  and  to  the  economy  of  rural  America, 
including  the  small  towns  of  the  Nation, 
that  we  must  exercise  great  care  to  as¬ 
sure  an  adequate  level  of  loan  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  this  program. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time.  I  ask  that 
the  Clerk  read. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  There  being  no  fur¬ 
ther  requests  for  time,  the  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect 
a  cropland  adjustment  program  as  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Pood  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965 
(7  U.S.C.  1838) ,  $84,500,000. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BT  MR.  KYL 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Arnendment  offered  by  Mr.  Kyl:  On  page 
23,  line  22,  after  the  period,  strike  the  period 
and  insert:  “Provided,  That  agreements  en¬ 
tered  into  during  the  fiscal  year  1969  shall 
not  require  payments  during  the  calendar 
year  1969  exceeding  $55,500,000”. 

(Mr.  KYL  asked  and  was  given  permis¬ 
sion  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  amend- 
rnent  is  not,  as  it  might  first  appear,  a 
limiting  amendment.  The  amendment 
follows  the  recommendation  of  the 
budget  submitted  by  the  executive 
branch  and  would  permit  withdrawal  of 
2  million  acres  of  land  imder  new  con¬ 
tracts  in  addition  to  the  other  purposes 
stated  in  the  bill. 

There  are  a  number  of  what  we  used 
to  call  soil  payment  contracts  which  ex¬ 
pire  this  year.  Those  contracts  could  be 
extended  through  the  operation  of  a  new 
arrangement  between  the  individual  and 
the  department,  and  that  land  could  re¬ 
main  out  of  production. 

I  think  it  is  essential  that  the  land 
does  remain  out  of  production.  It  is  better 
to  retain  these  contracts  than  select  new 
ones,  particularly  because  of  the  fact 
that  this  land  has  been  in  its  present 
state  for  a  number  of  years  and  has  be¬ 
come  valuable  for  other  purposes  where 
shorter  range  programs  cannot  provide 
such  services.  In  brief,  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  amendment  permits  extension  of 
contracts  for  up  to  2  million  acres.  It 
should  be  adopted. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  frequently  we  hear 
criticism  of  the  activities  of  govern¬ 
ment.  It  has  been  my  view  In  the  past 
that  to  pay  a  fellow  not  to  farm  Is  a 
step  In  the  wrong  direction.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  Congress  provided  such  a  program 
under  President  Eisenhower  and  Secre¬ 


tary  Benson,  and  Congress  did  the  same 
thing  under  the  present  administration. 

But  that  there  be  no  misunderstand¬ 
ing  what  this  amendment  would  do,  it 
would  pay  farmers  $55  million  more  to 
leave  their  land  out  of  production.  If 
there  were  sound  reasons  at  the  start 
for  this  type  program,  it  develops  now 
that  our  reserves  of  supplies  on  hand 
are  at  a  lower  level. 

We  have  a  rather  severe  dollar  bal¬ 
ance  situation.  Agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  under  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  Act  can  be  sold  at  competitive 
prices  in  world  trade.  So  the  conditions, 
whatever  they  were,  when  these  laws 
were  first  passed,  do  not  now  prevail. 
We  do  not  have  those  overburdening 
supplies  on  hand,  and  we  do  have  a 
tremendous  call  on  the  Treasury  for  ex¬ 
tra  money. 

I  hope  the  Committee  here  will  stand 
by  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
and  not  spend  $55  million  to  continue 
contracts  to  pay  farmers  not  to  farm. 
Under  all  present  conditions  we  can  use 
the  commodities  and  we  cannot  very 
well  afford  to  tack  on  $55  million  at  a 
time. 

I  hope  the  amendment  is  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Kyl]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  FUND 

Not  to  exceed  $2,850,000  of  administrative 
and  operating  expenses  may  be  paid  from 
premium  income. 


Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count. 


Sixty-eight  Members  are  present,  not 
a  quorum.  The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 


Adair 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Arends 

Ashmore  . 

Baring 

Bolton 

Brown,  Calif. 

Oolmer 

Conyers 

Cunningham 

Dawson 

Dent 

Diggs 

Dowdy 

Pelghan 

Fraser 


Galifianakls 

Nelsen 

Gardner 

Nichols 

Gibbons 

O’NeUl,  Mass. 

Green,  Oreg. 

Resnick 

Hagan 

Rhodes,  Arlz. 

Halleck 

Saylor 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Schneebell 

Hardy 

Selden 

Hawkins 

Stafford 

Herlong 

Steed 

Holland 

Stubblefield 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Teague,  Tex. 

Karsten 

Vanik 

Kupferman 

Willis 

Landrum 

Moore 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  CoRMAN,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill, 
H.R.  16913,  and  finding  itself  without  a 
quorum,  he  had  directed  the  roll  to  be 
called,  when  387  Members  responded  to 
their  names,  a  quorum,  and  he  submitted 
herewith  the  names  of  the  absentees  to 
be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Prior  to  the  quorum 
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call,  the  Clerk  had  read  through  page 
31,  line  18. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows ; 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed 
as  to  prevent  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  from  carrying  out  any  activity  or  any 
program  authorized  by  law;  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $31,500,000  shall  be  available 
for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion:  Provided  further.  That  $945,000  of  this 
authorization  shall  be  available  only  to  ex¬ 
pand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of 
the  Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter:  Provided 
further.  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum  of 
this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve 
to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use 
only  in  such  amounts  and  at  such  times  as 
may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program 
operations:  Provided  further.  That  all  neces¬ 
sary  exi>enses  (Including  legal  and  special 
services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee  basis, 
but  not  including  other  personal  services)  in 
connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation, 
maintenance,  improvement,  or  disposition  of 
any  real  or  personal  property  belonging  to 
the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  in¬ 
terest,  including  expenses  of  collections  of 
pledged  collateral,  shall  be  considered  as 
nonadministratlve  expenses  for  the  purposes 
hereof. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FINDLEY 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Findley:  On 
page  33,  line  5,  after  the  word  “hereof”,  strike 
the  period  and  insert  the  following:  "Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  none  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  formu¬ 
late  or  carry  out  price  support  or  commodity 
programs  during  the  period  ending  June  30, 
1969,  under  which  the  total  amount  of  pay¬ 
ments  in  excess  of  $10,000  would  be  made  to 
any  single  recipient  as  (1)  incentive  pay¬ 
ments,  (2)  diversion  payments,  (3)  price 
support  payments,  (4)  wheat  marketing  cer¬ 
tificate  payments,  (5)  cotton  equalization 
payments,  and  (6)  cropland  adjustment  pay¬ 
ments.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
serve  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  reserves  a  i>oint  of 
order. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  5  minutes. 

(Mr.  FINDLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  would  place  a  limitation  on 
the  amount  of  payments,  in  effect,  fi-om 
the  Treasury  Department  to  any  single 
recipient  under  the  various  commodity 
programs  for  the  type  payments  which 
are  enumerated  in  the  amendment.  This 
would  be  virtually  every  commodity  pro¬ 
gram.  The  exception  is  the  Sugar  Act, 
which  has  unique  features. 

The  limitation  on  payments  is  $10,000. 
This,  of  course,  is  a  tiny  fraction  of  the 
payments  that  many  recipients  under 
various  commodity  programs  are  pres¬ 
ently  receiving. 

We  are  all  aware,  I  am  sure,  of  stories 
about  payments  to  a  single  farmer  which 
run  to  $100,000,  $200,000,  $500,000,  and 
even  exceeding  $1  million  in  a  single  year. 


I  am  sure  no  one  who  actively  supported 
the  commodity  programs  had  any  inten¬ 
tion  of  authorizing  payments  which 
would  enrich  those  who  were  already 
wealthy  farm  operators.  Yet  it  has  had 
that  effect. 

I  must  say,  I  have  not  supported  pay¬ 
ment  programs.  I  do  not  today.  This 
amendment,  however,  would,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  make  these  payment  programs  far 
more  attractive,  more  fair,  and  far  more 
politically  acceptable.  It  would,  in  effect, 
establish  a  sort  of  poverty  floor,  one 
might  say,  of  $10,000  a  year  for  the  farm¬ 
ing  community. 

The  effect  of  the  amendment  would  be 
that  the  aggregate  payments  under 
wheat,  feed  grains,  cotton,  and  whatever, 
could  not  exceed  $10,000  during  the  12- 
month  period  for  which  money  is  ap¬ 
propriated  by  this  bill. 

What  would  this  mean  in  tenns  of  sav¬ 
ings?  It  is  difficult  to  be  precise.  Those 
who  take  an  interest  in  agricultural  mat¬ 
ters  will  recall  the  document  issued  by 
the  subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  last  year,  a 
document  which  enumerates  by  name, 
by  county,  and  by  State  every  recipient 
who  got  more  than  $5,000  in  payments 
during  the  preceding  year.  So  if  any 
Members  are  curious  to  know  just  which 
constituents,  if  any,  would  be  adversely 
affected  by  this  amendment,  the  book 
containing  this  information  is  readily 
available. 

As  to  the  savings,  in  my  judgment  it 
would  result  in  a  cut  in  spending  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $500  million  during  the  12- 
month  period.  With  a  surtax  in  prospect, 
with  everyone  straining  every  ounce  of 
energy  trying  to  cut  back  on  spending, 
I  cannot  think  of  a  better,  more  logical, 
or  more  proper  place  to  cut  than  to  cut 
back  these  million-dollar  or  hundred- 
thousand-dollar  payments  to  single  re¬ 
cipients  under  the  various  farm  pro¬ 
grams. 

I  urge  the  Members  to  support  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  McDADE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

(Mr.  McDADE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  McDADE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  often  speak  of  fiscal 
responsibility  in  these  Chambers,  and 
I  am  one  who  feels  fiscal  irresponsibility 
has  contributed  much  to  the  financial 
problems  of  this  Nation  today. 

Today  we  are  asked  to  give  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  annual  appropriation  for  the 
USDA.  We  are  told  this  appropriation 
has  been  sharply  reduced  from  what  the 
President  requested  in  his  budget  for 
fiscal  1969.  In  the  strict  sense  of  regu¬ 
lar  appropriations,  this  may  be  true,  but 
in  fact  it  is  not. 

<Dne  function  of  the  USDA — operation 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation — 
is  unique.  CCC  has  the  authority  to  draw 
up  to  $14.5  billion  from  the  U.S.  Treas¬ 
ury,  without  appropriation,  to  carry  on 
various  activities.  With  passage  of  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965,  one 
of  the  primary  functions  of  CCC  has 


been  to  make  direct  price  support  and 
diversion  payments  to  individual  farm¬ 
ers.  Some  of  these  payments  are  for  more 
than  $1  million  each.  Many  more  run  in 
excess  of  $10,000  per  farm. 

Normal  operations  call  for  the  appro¬ 
priation  to  cover  CCC  for  its  losses  in 
making  these  payments  and  carrying  out 
other  activities  to  come  in  the  second 
fiscal  year  after  such  funds  are  spent. 
Thus,  the  appropriation  now  before  us 
for  CCC  should  cover  losses  for  fiscal 
1967.  Let  us  look  at  the  record.  During 
fiscal  1967  CCC  had  losses  in  excess  of 
$3.8  billion.  The  bill  now  before  you  calls 
for  only  $2.8  billion  to  reimburse  these 
losses.  We  are  kidding  ourselves  and  the 
American  taxpayer  when  we  accept  this 
type  of  budget  gimmickery. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  money  has  been 
spent.  Our  economy  and  the  U.S.  Treas¬ 
ury  has  felt  whatever  impact  that  ex¬ 
penditure  made.  But  again  this  year,  in 
the  guise  of  an  austere  USDA  budget,  we 
are  sweeping  more  than  $1  billion  of 
needed  appropriations  imder  the  rug. 
We  have  done  this  in  the  past.  CCC  has 
losses  of  $1  billion  for  1961  and  of  $1.6 
billion  for  1966  which  have  not  yet  been 
covered  by  appropriation.  Additional 
losses  are  being  incurred  every  day — 
more  than  $3  biUion  has  already  been 
spent  by  CCC  during  fiscal  1968. 

I  bring  this  to  your  attention  because 
I  believe  back-door  financing  by  CCC  has 
become  one  of  the  most  serious  fiscal 
problems  facing  us.  During  the  first  30 
years  of  farm  programs,  CCC  incurred 
$10.5  billion  of  losses  in  carrying  out 
price  support  and  adjustment  programs 
for  wheat,  feed  grains,  and  cotton.  While 
this  is  a  good  deal  of  money,  spread  over 
30  years,  it  is  not  staggering.  What  is 
staggering  is  the  fact  that  CCC  losses  for 
these  same  programs  between  June  30, 
1963,  and  today — during  the  past  4*72 
years — have  been  more  than  $11.5  billion. 
We  have  more  than  doubled  the  cost  of 
farm  programs  for  the  first  30  years  over 
the  past  4*4  years. 

I  realize  that  in  terms  of  controlling 
these  costs  there  is  little  we  can  do  with 
this  appropriations  bill  as  it  relates  to 
CCC.  That  will  have  to  be  done  through 
the  basic  authorization  legislation.  I  for 
one  may  well  oppose  extension  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  faim  act  in  its  present  form.  It  has 
not  only  cost  us  billions,  but  it  has  al¬ 
lowed  the  parity  ratio  for  farmers  to 
drop  to  73 — the  lowest  since  1933. 

From  the  standpoint  of  some  of  the 
agencies  of  tlie  USDA,  this  could  be  de¬ 
scribed  as  an  austere  appropriation.  Some 
agencies  have  been  cut  back  from  past 
levels.  But  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
total,  this  is  not  austerity.  Regular 
agency  and  program  increases  contained 
In  this  bill,  along  with  the  unbridled 
power  of  CCC  to  spend,  can  result  in  rec¬ 
ord  or  near  record  expenditures  for 
USDA  during  fiscal  1969. 

Again,  let  us  not  kid  ourselves  This  is 
not  fiscal  responsibility. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  Chaiiman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  am  glad  to  jdeld  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  The  gentleman  in  the 
well  is  a  cosponsor  of  the  human  re¬ 
newal  approach,  to  cut  back  spending  in 
the  lower  priority  areas  so  that  we  may 
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plow  back  some  portion  of  the  money 
into  areas  of  high  urgent  need.  This  is 
one  of  the  proposals  made  for  cutting 
expenditures.  If  we  cannot  cut  out  ex¬ 
penditures  for  farmers  who  are  getting 
more  than  $10,000  per  year,  I  do  not 
know  where  we  can  start  cutting.  I  sup¬ 
port  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
May  I  ask  the  gentleman  if  he  could  in¬ 
form  us  about  how  many  Members  have 
cosponsored  this  very  good  proposal? 

Mr.  GOODELL.  There  are  now  more 
than  70. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  There  are  more  than 
70  who  have  placed  their  names  on  be¬ 
half  of  spending  reductions,  including 
the  very  item  now  before  this  body. 

Mr.  PTJLTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  PULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  I  should 
like  to  compliment  the  gentleman.  In  a 
family — that  is,  a  husband  and  wife — 
this  would  be  $20,000  for  the  family.  So 
if  a  team  Is  running  the  farm,  two  indi¬ 
viduals,  they  could  get  up  to  $20,000  in 
payments. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  If  each  could  be  de¬ 
fined  as  being  a  separate  recipient,  that 
would  be  the  case. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  There 
is  one  other  thing.  Some  years  ago  I 
tried  an  amendment  along  these  lines, 
and  unfortunately  out  of  the  whole 
House  there  were  only  47  votes  for  it.  I 
hope  the  gentleman  does  better  than 
some  of  us  who  have  tried  before.  An¬ 
other  who  tried  was  Congressman  Taber, 
of  New  York,  the  longtime  chairman  of 
the  House  Appropriations  Committee, 
who  felt  the  same  as  the  gentleman  does. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  expired. 

Does  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
wish  to  be  heard  on  a  point  of  order? 
Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do. 
May  I  ask  the  gentleman  to  be  so  kind 
as  to  give  me  a  copy  of  his  amendment? 

I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  point  out  several 
tWngs?  The  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  was  created  as  a  corporation  under 
the  laws  of  Delaware  some  years  ago.  It 
was  incorporated  so  as  to  have,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  farm  program,  all  the 
rights  and  responsibilities  that  a  cor¬ 
poration  under  general  law  has. 

This  is  the  right  to  buy  and  sell  and 
the  right  to  discharge  its  responsibilities 
assigned  to  it  by  the  Congress  such  as 
supporting  the  farm  program  which  the 
^Congress  passed  and  the  President 
signed.  The  very  purpose  of  creating  the 
Corporation  was  to  be  freed  of  restric¬ 
tions  such  as  we  offered  here,  which  any 
Congress  might  impose,  from  year  to 
year,  on  appropriation  bills,  if  the  er¬ 
roneous  rulings  are  continued. 

Mr.  Chairman,  having  been  here  for 
some  several  years,  I  have  had  an  active 
part  in  all  legislation  which  might  have 
restricted  this  Corporation.  I  had  an 
active  part  in  the  antideficiency  bill 
where  an  amendment  I  offered  was 
adopted  protecting  the  Corporation  from 
such  action  as  is  here  offered.  I  was  here 
when  we  provided  for  the  Corporation 
Control  Act  which  gave  the  Congress  the 


right  to  review  budget  and  expenditures 
of  the  Corporation  and  the  operations  of 
corporations. 

I  recall  one  thing  that  happened  at 
that  time  which  is  completely  separate 
from  the  immediate  problem.  We  found 
out  that  the  Government  had  a  corpora¬ 
tion — the  American  Spruce  Corporation 
I  believe — in  the  State  of  Washington  or 
in  the  State  of  Oregon,  which  was  created 
in  World  War  I.  Nobody  was  supervising 
it  and  nobody  here  knew  that  we  had 
it  until  this  was  brought  out  in  that  act. 
It  had  served  as  a  place  of  pension  for 
some  tired  army  official. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  here  before 
me  a  rather  thorough  brief  of  this  whole 
issue,  which  I  have  taken  the  time  to 
prepare,  since  the  last  time  that  this  mat¬ 
ter  came  up  and  the  Chair  made  what 
in  my  opinion  was  an  erroneous  decision. 
I  will  tell  you  now  why  I  think  so. 

The  purpose  of  the  Corporation’s 
Charter  Act  is  to  avoid  such  action  as 
is  offered  here  which  would  make  the 
Corporation  a  part  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  Through  the  years  every 
time  the  Congress  has  tried  to  restrict 
this  Corporation,  the  Congress  has  care¬ 
fully  provided  that  such  act  could  not 
be  used  to  keep  the  Corporation  from 
discharging  its  duties  and  its  functions 
under  its  charter. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to 
ask  you  to  reverse  the  prior  decisions 
of  other  Chairmen  who  have  presided, 
and  have  had  this  question  before  them. 
Also  may  I  say  the  present  amendment 
is  very  different  from  the  one  that  we 
had  before.  This  one  reads: 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  carry  out 
price  support  or  commodity  programs  dur¬ 
ing  the  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  under 
which  the  total  amount  of  payments  in 
excess  of  $10,000  would  be  made  to  any  single 
recipient  as  (1)  Incentive  payments - 

The  funds  in  this  bill  are  to  restore 
past  losses.  So  I  respectfully  submit  that 
the  Corporation,  being  a  corporation,  has 
a  right  to  hire  its  own  employees. 

May  I  say  again  that  the  present  oper¬ 
ation  of  this  Corporation  is  or  should 
be  controlled  by  its  charter  and  the 
availability  of  money.  This  comes  under 
its  charter,  and  its  money  is  in  the  bank. 

I  respectfully  say  that  to  try  to  change 
that  which  happened  last  year  by  some¬ 
thing  that  you  are  doing  now  is  going 
beyond  our  jurisdiction. 

May  I  point  out  one  other  thing.  In 
past  decisions  by  previous  Chairmen  of 
this  Committee,  they  have  spelled  out 
that  the  motion  was  in  such  a  form  that 
on  its  face  it  would  limit  expenditures. 
If  the  Chair  is  familiar  with  the  change 
in  legislation  having  to  do  with  farm 
programs,  the  Chair  could  well  deter¬ 
mine  that  this  amendment  now  being 
considered  could  well  cost  you  more 
money.  If  any  type  of  limitation  such 
as  this  would  be  adopted,  in  many  in¬ 
stances  it  would  cause  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  revert  to  the  earlier 
laws  where  it  can  easily  be  argued  that 
the  cost  would  be  many  times  what  it 
would  be  under  the  bill  now  in  operation. 

So  the  effect  of  this  is,  if  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  adopted,  it  could  well  be  that  it 
would  cost  us  more  money. 


Second,  it  applies  to  a  corporation 
which  has  all  of  the  powers  of  a  corpora¬ 
tion  carefully  reserved  to  it  by  all  the 
legislation  passed  since  the  charter  was 
issued. 

Third,  it  is  directed,  as  I  say,  to 
changing  the  powers  of  a  corporation, 
which  is  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  with  me  here 
a  brief,  and  I  have  sent  a  copy  of  this 
brief  to  the  Parliamentarian  earlier  so 
I  am  sure  he  has  had  time  to  study  it. 
My  brief,  which  I  shall  present  to  you, 
points  out  that,  if  you  will  go  through 
all  of  the  legislation  since  this  Corpora¬ 
tion  was  set  up  as  a  corporation,  you  will 
see  that  Congress  has  carefully  said 
that  no  action  under  appropriation  bills 
should  be  taken  to  prevent  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  from  performing  its  functions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  submit  that  you  can¬ 
not  limit  the  basic  powers  of  the  corpo¬ 
ration  by  the  imposition  of  a  restriction 
thereon  in  an  appropriation  bill  because 
Congress  has  carefully  seen  that  such  a 
procedure  could  not  prevent  the  Corpo¬ 
ration  from  carrying  out  its  responsibil¬ 
ities. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  wish  to  be  heard  further? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

(Mr.  FTNDLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  claims  that 
this  amendment  might,  in  fact,  cost  more 
money  instead  of  effecting  a  limitation 
on  spending.  This  I  am  sure  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  acknowledge  is  a  purely  specu¬ 
lative  assertion.  It  could  not  be  sub¬ 
stantiated  even  if  he  has  in  mind  the 
old  so-called  snapback  cotton  program. 

If  this  snapback  provision  did  take 
over  and  tlie  old  law  were  administered 
as  indeed  its  legislative  history  and  in¬ 
tent  would  indicate,  then  the  support 
level  would  be  far  below  the  level  which 
caused  the  tremendous  production  of 
cotton  in  previous  years.  It  does  not 
stand  to  reason  to  suggest  that  a  limi¬ 
tation  on  payments  as  set  forth  in  this 
amendment  would  actually  increase  ex¬ 
penditures. 

Docs  this  amendment  seek  to  change 
the  power  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration?  The  amendment,  instead, 
seeks  to  place  a  ceiling,  a  limitation  on 
funds,  which  can  be  expended  under 
specific  programs.  It  is  almost  identi¬ 
cal — it  is  truly  identical — in  every  sub¬ 
stantive  respect  to  the  amendment  which 
was  i-uled  in  order  on  June  6,  1967,  an 
amendment  which  is  so  close  to  the 
language  now  pending  before  us  that 
I  take  the  time  of  the  Members  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the' 
State  of  the  Union  to  read  it.  At  that 
time  I  offered  an  amendment  which  read 
as  follows  for  providing— and  I  hope  the 
Members  who  are  interested  will  note 
this  language  and  compare  it  with  the 
language  which  is  now  pending  before 
this  body: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Findley:  On 
page  34,  line  18,  after  the  word  “hereof” 
strike  the  period  and  insert  the  following: 

"Provided  further.  That  none  of  the  fimds 
appropriated  by  this  act  shall  be  used  to 
formulate  or  carry  out  price  support  or  com¬ 
modity  programs  dvu-ing  the  period  ended 
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June  30,  1968,  under  which  the  total  amount 
of  payments  in  excess  of  $25,000  would  he 
made  to  any  single  recipient  as  (1)  incentive 
payments,  (2)  diversion  payments,  (3)  price 
support  payments,  (4)  wheat  marketing  cer¬ 
tificate  payments,  (5)  cotton  equalization 
payments,  (6)  cropland  adjustment  pay¬ 
ments,  and  (7)  compliance  payments.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  say  that  is  almost 
precisely  the  same  language,  word  for 
word,  except  for  the  amount  of  money 
and  with  the  exception  of  item  (7), 
which  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  sub¬ 
stantive  amendment.  It  is  identical  with 
the  other  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  made  the  point  of  order  in 
which  he  argued  against  it  when  offered 
at  that  time  as  he  has  today.  And,  I  shall 
be  glad  to  read  the  argument  which  he 
made  at  that  time : 

Mr.  Whitten.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  make 
a  pK>int  of  order  against  the  amendment. 
While  the  gentleman’s  amendment  applies  to 
a  number  of  things  that  might  be  tied  to  ap¬ 
propriations  in  the  bill,  the  amendment  will 
stand  or  fall  on  all  of  its  provisions.  As  I 
pointed  out  earlier,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  was  set  up  as  a  corporation  with 
certain  rights  and  powers — 

The  same  argument  which  we  heard 
just  now — 

Later  it  was  brought  under  surveillance  and 
under  both  Acts  which  brought  it  under  con¬ 
gressional  surveillance  it  was  provided  that — 

“Nothing  in  this  act  of  surveillance  shall 
interfere  with  the  operations  of  the  Corpo¬ 
ration  in  maintaining  price  supports,” 

Continuing  with  the  argument  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi : 

If  you  read  the  amendment  that  has  been 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  you 
will  see  that  item  3  states:  “Price  support 
payments  may  not  exceed  $25,000.” — 

The  same  thing,  except  for  the  differ¬ 
ent  figure  of  $10,000 — 

So  that  language  clearly  would  interfere 
with  price-support  payments,  and  would  re¬ 
peal  the  two  acts  that  I  mentioned — 

He  argued  that  this  was  legislation  by 
means  of  an  amendment  to  an  appropri¬ 
ation  bill.  The  same  arguments  were 
made  to  the  Chair  on  that  occasion,  but 
for  a  change  made  on  the  date  and 
such — 

It  would,  to  that  extent,  change  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

The  same  argument  that  was  set  forth 
just  now.  I  will  not  read  the  rest  of  this 
argument,  but  it  was  along  the  same  gen¬ 
eral  line  of  the  argument  just  made  a 
few  moments  ago  by  my  friend,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi. 

And  the  Chair,  in  considertng  this  lan¬ 
guage  which  is  so  identical  with  the  one 
I  have  just  offered,  had  this  to  say: 

On  January  26,  1965,  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  [IJr.  Harris]  ,  was  in  the  Chair  when 
a  similar  amendment  was  offered  to  a  bill 
appropriating  funds  to  reimburse  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  The  Chair  ruled 
that  the  proposed  amendment  was  a  limita¬ 
tion  that  applied  only  to  the  appropriations 
carried  in  the  bill  before  the  Committee  at 
that  time.  The  Chair  therefore  overruled  the 
point  of  order. 

Also,  on  May  18,  1959,  when  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  had  under  consideration  the 
Agriculture  Department  appropriation  bill, 
which  included  funds  for  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  ah  amendment  was  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 


Avert]  which  provided  that  “no  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  in  this  section  shall  be  used  to 
process  a  Commodity  Credit  loan  which  is  in 
excess  of  $50,000.”  That  amendment  was  held 
to  be  a  limitation  and  in  order  by  the  Chair¬ 
man,  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Kildat]  . 

The  Chair  holds  that  the  amendment  is  a 
limitation  and,  therefore,  the  Chair  over¬ 
rules  the  point  of  order. 

May  I  say  further,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
each  of  the  arguments  uttered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whit¬ 
ten]  were  therefore  before  the  Chair  on 
that  earlier  occasion  and,  despite  such 
arguments,  the  Chair  overruled  the  point 
of  order. 

Now,  in  his  brief  that  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  says  he  has  submitted 
to  the  Chair  for  its  consideration,  if  there 
are  other  arguments  which  should  be 
taken  into  account,  it  seems  to  me  only 
proper  and  fair  that  these  arguments  be 
set  forth  orally  at  this  time,  so  that  I 
may  have  an  opportunity  to  respond. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  be 
heard  on  the  point  of  order? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Texas  on  the 
point  of  order. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  one 
who  agrees  with  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  that  this  point  of  order 
cannot  apply  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  since  it  purports  only  to  in¬ 
volve  a  limitation  upon  funds  which  are 
appropriated  by  this  bill  to  the  Corpora¬ 
tion,  and  since  this  bill  appropriates  no 
funds  to  the  CCC,  it  cannot  be  very 
effective.  I  believe  that  the  position  of 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  is  well 
taken. 

But  I  would  like  to  call  the  attention 
of  the  Chair  to  the  further  fact — ^which 
was  emphasized  by  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Findley] — to  the  effect  that 
previous  holdings — and  the  gentleman 
went  back  to  the  May  18,  1959,  and  Janu¬ 
ary  26,  1965,  holdings  of  the  Chair,  when 
the  law  was  quite  different  from  what  the 
law  is  today — to  the  effect  that  such  an 
amendment  would  be  a  limitation  upon 
the  expenditure  of  fimds,  and  therefore 
would  be  in  order  on  an  appropriation 
bill,  simply  does  not  apply  to  the  situa¬ 
tion  before  us  today,  because  the  pres¬ 
ent  law,  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1965,  Public  Law  89-321,  has  in  it 
what  we  call  the  snapback  provision, 
section  402(d)  (12) . 

It  provides  that  in  case  of  limitations 
later  enacted  with  respect  to  price  sup¬ 
port  preventing  the  Secretary  from  pay¬ 
ing  the  full  amount  of  price  support  to 
which  a  cooperator  would  otherwise  be 
entitled,  the  Secretary  is  obliged  to  pro¬ 
vide  loans  or  purchases  at  not  less  than 
65  percent  nor  more  than  90  percent  of 
the  parity  price  for  any  such  crop,  as  the 
Secretary  determines  appropriate.  Such 
price  support  may  be  carried  out  through 
the  simultaneous  purchase  of  a  commod¬ 
ity  at  the  support  price  therefor  and 
resale  at  a  lower  price  or  through  loans 
under  which  the  commodity  would  be 
redeemable  by  payment  at  a  lower  price 
than  the  amount  of  the  loan. 

So  I  think  it  is  quite  clear  that  the 
result  of  overruling  this  kind  of  a  point 
of  order  would  be  to  change  the  substan¬ 
tive  law.  It  would  completely  change  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965  under 


which  we  are  working.  This  would,  in 
effect,  be  an  amendment.  It  would  not 
simply  be  a  limitation  on  appropriations, 
but  it  would  be  a  change  in  the  substan-’ 
tive  law.  Surely,  we  have  no  right  to 
change  the  law  imder  the  guise  of  limit¬ 
ing  the  appropriation. 

Certainly  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  cannot  change  the  existing 
substantive  law  on  this  or  any  subject 
nor  can  it  be  changed  by  an  amendment 
of  an  appropriation  bill  3  years  after 
the  legislation  has  been  passed. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  submit  that  since 
the  clear  effect  of  this  legislation  is  to 
repeal  a  very  large  part  of  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1965,  the  Chair  should 
look  at  the  effect  and  the  substance  of 
this  point  of  order  and  that  the  Chair 
should  hold  that  it  is  not  simply  a  limita¬ 
tion  on  expenditures  but  an  effort  to 
repeal  and  to  materially  amend  existing 
legislation,  which  clearly  is  out  of  order 
at  this  time. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  In  view  of  the  argu¬ 
ments  that  have  been  made,  may  I  be 
heard  briefly  to  respond. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  again 
may  I  say  that  this  Government  corpora¬ 
tion  at  the  outset  was  created  so  that  it 
could  buy  and  sell  and  have  the  business 
flexibility  of  a  corporation. 

When  we  first  set  out  to  pass  the  Cor¬ 
poration  Control  Act  and  imtil  we  passed 
that  act,  we  had  absolutely  no  right  of 
review.  We  changed  the  law  to  review 
but  were  careful  not  to  let  Congress 
supervise  or  control. 

I  have  before  me  some  comments  from 
the  report  which  accompanied  the  Cor¬ 
poration  Control  Act  and  I  would  like 
to  present  this  to  you  to  show  that  the 
Congress  adopted  the  Corporation  Con¬ 
trol  Act  so  that  we  could  check  on  the 
expenditures  and  their  budgets.  The  re¬ 
port  had  this  to  say. 

Keep  in  mind  that  the  Corimration 
was  free  of  our  review  until  we  passed 
that  act  and  this  is  what  it  says  in  the 
report  which  accompanied  the  bill  which 
gave  us  jurisdiction  in  this  matter. 

This  is  the  language  in  that  report:  , 

It  has  been  recognized  that  Government 
corporations  were  created  to  conduct  their 
activities  with  a  freedom  thought  to  be  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  types  of  financial  con¬ 
trol  applicable  to  the  regular  Government 
departments  and  agencies. 

The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  be 
construed  as  preventing  Government  corpo¬ 
rations  from  carrying  out  and  financing  their 
activities  as  authorized  by  existing  law. 

Mr.  Whittington,  who  was  chairman 
of  the  committee  at  that  time,  said: 

We  are  dealing  here  with  the  auditing  and 
accounting  of  business  corporations  rather 
than  the  established  governmental  depart¬ 
ments,  and  we  must  provide  for  flexibility 
both  in  the  auditing  and  the  budgeting  of 
these  corporations  that  will  enable  them  to 
carry  out  the  functions  fcrr  which  they  were 
established. 

*  ♦  *  #  * 

I  should  like  to  say  also  in  this  connection 
that  the  committee  gave  careful  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  flexibility  that  is  required  in 
auditing  and  in  budgeting  so  as  not  to  de¬ 
stroy  the  functions  for  which  these  Govern¬ 
ment  corporations  were  established. 

The  committee  took  the  view  that  ours 
it  was  to  coordinate  and  correlate  the  corpo- 
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rations  as  we  found  them  with  the  activities 
authorized  by  law  and  by  their  charters,  so 
that  we,  In  reporting  this  bill  under  the 
guise  of  auditing  and  supervision. 

And  I  hope  the  Parliamentarian  will 
listen  to  this — 

in  no  wise  change  the  substantive  law  under 
which  any  of  these  corporations  are  now 
functioning  and  are  now  authorized. 

Let  US  read  section  104. 

It  provides  that  the  Corporation  shall  not 
be  deprived  of  the  exercise  of  any  functions 
now  authorized  by  law. 

Carrying  this  point  further,  when  we 
took  the  Corporation  under  our  surveil¬ 
lance,  the  report  stated  that  there  was  a 
great  difference  between  being  depend¬ 
ent  on  an  annual  appropriation  of  the 
Congress  and  having  their  own  money.  I 
respectfully  submit  that  you  will  not  find 
a  law  on  the  books  that  turns  this  type 
of  control  or  veto  power  over  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  programs  over  to  the 
Congress.  Neither  will  you  find  any  place 
in  which  the  bill  appropriates  for  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation;  that  au¬ 
thority  is  in  its  charter. 

In  this  bill  you  will  find  two  things: 
One  is  a  limitation  on  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  on  money  they  already  have.  The 
other  is  the  restoration  of  the  capital 
impairment  which  occurred  in  prior 
years.  So  under  the  guise  of  a  limiting 
amendment  we  are  violating  all  the  acts 
passed  by  the  Congress  which  say  that 
the  Corporation  should  not  have  its  re¬ 
sponsibilities  or  jurisdiction  hamstrung 
by  action  in  an  appropriation  bill. 

I  repeat  again  that  we  are  not  dealing 
in  this  bill  with  money  for  the  operation 
of  this  Corporation.  We  are  paying  back 
to  CCC  what  it  has  lost  in  the  past.  Even 
if  this  bill  is  not  passed  by  the  Congress, 
it  has  money  now  to  operate  until  it  is 
exhausted. 

I  respectfully  submit  that  decisions  of 
the  Chair  heretofore  have  been  errone¬ 
ous.  I  have  before  me  the  facts  to  prove 
this.  I  will  read  them  into  the  Record  at 
this  point  for  the  use  of  the  member¬ 
ship: 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Charter  Act  states  in  part: 

The  Corporation — (g)  May  enter  into  and 
carry  out  such  contracts  or  agreements  as 
are  necessary  in  the  conduct  of  its  business. 
(15  U.S.C.  714b(g) )  (j)  Shall  determine  the 
character  of  and  the  necessity  for  its  obliga¬ 
tions  and  expenditures  and  the  manner  in 
which  they  shall  be  incurred,  allowed,  and 
paid.  (15  UA.C.  714b(j) )  (1)  May  make  such 
loans  and  advances  of  its  funds  as  are  neces¬ 
sary  in  the  conduct  of  its  business.  (15  U.S.C. 
714b(l))  (m)  Shall  have  such  powers  as 

may  be  necessary  or  appropriate  for  the 
exercise  of  the  powers  specifically  vested  in 
the  Corporation.  (15  U.S.C.  714b(m))  In  the 
fulfillment  of  its  purposes  and  in  carrying 
out  its  annual  budget  programs  submitted 
to  and  approved  by  the  Congress  pursuant 
to  the  Government  Corporation  Control  Act, 
the  Corporation  is  authorized  to  use  its 
general  powers  only  to — 

(a)  Support  the  prices  of  agricultural 
commodities  through  loans,  purchases,  pay¬ 
ments,  and  other  operations.”  (15  U.S.C. 
714c)  “The  Corporation  is  authorized  to  use 
in  the  conduct  of  its  business  all  its  funds 
and  other  assets,  including  capital  and  net 
earnings  therefrom,  and  all  funds  and  other 
assets  which  have  been  or  may  hereafter  be 
transferred  or  allocated  to,  borrowed  by,  or 
otherwise  acquired  by  it.  (15  U.S.C.  714f) 


The  House  report  on  the  Government 
Corporation  Control  Act  contains  cer¬ 
tain  statements : 

In  the  past  decade  there  has  been  increas¬ 
ing  awareness  in  the  legislative  and  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branches  that  the  financial  program 
of  the  Government  cannot  be  effectively  co¬ 
ordinated  without  some  control  over  Gov¬ 
ernment  corf)orations.  At  the  same  time,  it 
has  been  recognized  that  Government  cor¬ 
porations  were  created  to  conduct  their  ac¬ 
tivities  with  a  freedom  thought  to  be  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  types  of  financial  con¬ 
trol  applicable  to  the  regular  Government 
departments  and  agencies. 

***** 

The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States,  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  and  the  Treasury  Department  have 
strongly  endorsed  the  objectives  of  this  bill. 
The  language  of  the  accompanying  bill  was 
drafted  after  full  hearings,  at  which  all  Gov¬ 
ernment  corporations  were  given  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  appear  and  state  their  views.  Also, 
reports  received  from  all  Government  cor¬ 
porations,  and  printed  in  the  appendix 
hereto,  were  given  careful  consideration  by 
the  committee.  Every  effort  has  been  made 
to  frame  this  bill  in  such  a  rijanner  as  to 
provide  for  the  necessary  over-all  financial 
control  without  interfering  with  the  required 
flexibility  of  operation  of  the  corporations 
affected. 

***** 

It  is  assumed  by  the  committee  that  the 
need  for  flexibility  in  operation  will  be  rec¬ 
ognized  by  the  President  and  the  Congress  in 
considering  and  approving  business-type 
budget  programs.  The  Director  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  is  fully  aware  of  the  need 
for  flexibility  in  the  businfess-type  budget, 
and  so  Stated  in  his  testimony  before  the 
committee. 

***** 

To  the  extent  that  corporations,  includ¬ 
ing  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority,  receive 
their  funds  in  the  form  of  annual  appropria¬ 
tions,  specific  appropriating  language  would 
be  necessary.  Likewise,  specific  authorization 
would  be  necessary  for  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  where  Such  authorization  is  other¬ 
wise  required  by  law  or  where  the  Congress 
desired  to  set  a  limitation  in  this  respect. 
However,  in  cases  where  no  other  law  re¬ 
quired  a  congressional  authorization  of  ex¬ 
penditures,  the  corporation,  if  it  had  means 
of  financing  other  than  annual  appropria¬ 
tions,  could  continue  to  operate  in  the  ab- 
ecence  of  any  action  by  Congress  on  its 
budget  program.  To  insure  that  such  legis¬ 
lation  would  not  be  used  as  a  means  of  de¬ 
stroying  any  Government  corporation  or 
preventing  it  from  carrying  out  and  financ¬ 
ing  its  authorized  activities,  this  section  in¬ 
cludes  a  specific  provision  that  it  shall  not 
be  construed  as  preventing  wholly  owned 
Government  corporations  from  carrying  out 
and  financing  their  activities  as  authorized  by 
existing  law. 

The  House  debate  on  the  Government 
Corporation  Control  Act  included  the 
following  statements: 

Mr.  Whittington.  We  are  dealing  here  with 
the  auditing  and  accounting  of  business  cor¬ 
porations  rather  than  the  established  govern¬ 
mental  departments,  and  we  must  provide  for 
flexibility  both  in  the  auditing  and  the  budg¬ 
eting  of  these  corporations  that  will  enable 
them  to  carry  out  the  functions  for  which 
they  were  established, 

I  should  like  to  say  also  in  this  connection 
that  the  committee  gave  careful  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  flexibility  that  is  required  in 
auditing  and  in  budgeting  so  as  not  to  de¬ 
stroy  the  functions  for  which  these  Govern¬ 
ment  corporations  were  established. 

The  committee  took  the  view  that  ours 
It  was  to  coordinate  and  correlate  the  cor¬ 
porations  as  we  found  them  with  the  activ¬ 
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ities  authorized  by  law  and  by  their  charters, 
so  that  we,  in  reporting  this  bill  under  the 
guise  of  auditing  and  supervision,  in  no  wise 
change  the  substantive  law  under  which  any 
of  these  corporations  are  now  functioning 
and  are  now  authorized.  In  all  fairness  we 
thought  that  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  having  established  the  functions  of 
those  corporations,  ought  to  pass  upon  any 
changes  with  respect  to  those  functions  re¬ 
gardless  of  what  my  personal  views  or  the 
views  of  the  committee  might  have  been. 

Section  104  provides  for  consideration  by 
the  Congress  of  the  budget  programs  and 
enactment  of  legislation,  if  necessary,  making 
available  such  funds  as  Congress  may  deter¬ 
mine,  and  it  provides  that  the  Corporation 
shall  not  be  deprived  of  the  exercise  of  any 
functions  now  authorized  by  law,  specifically 
applying  to  Section  26  of  the  Tennessee  Val¬ 
ley  Authority  Act  and  generally  to  the  Farm 
Credit  Administration  Corporations. 

The  Senate  report  on  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act  states: 

An  important  provision  of  the  bill  is  the 
requirement  that  the  budget  programs  shall 
include  due  allowance  for  the  need  for  flex¬ 
ibility,  including  provision  for  emergencies 
and  contingencies,  so  that  the  Corporation 
may  properly  carry  out  its  activities  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  law.  The  corporate  form  of  or¬ 
ganization  is  the  useful  device  for  carrying 
out  a  variety  of  Government  services  and 
programs,  of  a  continuing  as  well  as  an  emer¬ 
gency  character.  It  is  generally  agreed  that 
the  corporate  form  loses  much  of  its  peculiar 
value  without  reasonable  autonomy  and 
flexibility  in  its  day-to-day  decisions  and  op¬ 
erations.  The  budget  and  financial  controls 
imposed  upon  the  Government  corporations 
should  not  deprive  them  of  this  freedom  and 
flexibility  in  carrying  out  authorized  pro¬ 
grams  to  a  greater  extent  than  is  necessary 
to  conform  their  operations  to  the  program 
of  the  Government  and  the  will  of  Congress. 

Discretion  is  necessary  in  the  choice  of 
activities  on  which  fiscal-year  limitations  are 
appropriate  and  in  the  type  of  limitations 
imposed.  There  may  be  mandatory  programs 
on  which  no  specific  dollar  limitations  should 
be  imposed.  There  will  be  other  programs, 
subject  to  unpredictable  factors,  where  it 
may  be  desirable  to  estabUsh  limitations  that 
would  prevent  an  extreme  expansion  of  the 
present  volume  of  operations  without  fur¬ 
ther  consideration  by  Congress  but  that 
would  be  high  enough  to  permit  the  cor¬ 
porations  to  adapt  the  programs  to  reason¬ 
able  changes  in  conditions. 

Such  budget  program  is  to  be  a  business- 
type  budget  or  plan  of  operations,  with  due 
allowance  given  to  the  need  for  flexibility,  in¬ 
cluding  provision  for  emergencies  and  con¬ 
tingencies,  in  order  that  the  corporation  may 
properly  carry  out  its  activities  as  authorized 
by  law. 

To  the  extent  that  corporations,  including 
the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority,  receive  funds 
in  the  form  of  annual  appropriations,  spe¬ 
cific  appropriating  language  would  be  neces¬ 
sary.  Likewise,  specific  authorization  would 
be  necessary  for  administrative  expenses 
where  such  authorization  is  otherwise  re¬ 
quired  by  law  or  where  the  Congress  desired 
to  set  a  limitation  in  this  resi>ect.  However, 
in  cases  where  no  other  law  required  a  con¬ 
gressional  authorization  of  expenditures,  the 
corporation,  if  it  had  means  of  financing 
other  than  annual  appropriations,  could  con¬ 
tinue  to  operate  in  the  absence  of  any  action 
by  Congress  on  its  budget  program.  To  in¬ 
sure  that  such  legislation  would  not  be  used 
as  a  means  of  destroying  any  Government 
corporation  or  preventing  it  from  carrying 
out  and  financing  its  authorized  activities, 
this  section  includes  a  specific  provision  that 
it  shall  not  be  construed  as  preventing  wholly 
owned  Government  corporations  from  carry¬ 
ing  out  and  financing  their  activities  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  existing  law. 

Section  104  Includes  a  further  provision 
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to  make  it  clear  that  the  existing  authority 
of  wholly  owned  Government  corporations 
to  make  contracts  or  other  commitments 
without  regard  to  fiscal  year  limitations  is 
not  affected.  This  provision  was  Included  to 
meet  the  objection  of  certain  corporations 
that  the  enactment  of  HJt.  2177  in  its  orig¬ 
inal  form  would  place  them  completely  on 
a  fiscal-year  basis  and  interfere  with  their 
fiexibility  of  operation  and  with  the  making 
of  long-range  contracts  under  authority  of 
law.  There  is  no  Intent  in  this  bill  to  deny 
to  any  Government  corporation  the  right  to 
enter  into  whatever  contracts  it  is  now  au¬ 
thorized  to  enter  into,  and  no  thought  that 
the  Congress  will  deny  funds  for  he  execu¬ 
tion  of  those  authorized  contracts  in  passing 
upon  the  annual  budget  program. 

The  Government  Corporation  Control 
Act  includes  the  following  excerpts; 

•  •  •  The  budget  program  shall  be  a 
business-type  budget,  or  plan  of  operations, 
with  due  allowance  given  to  the  need  for 
flexibility.  Including  provision  for  emergen¬ 
cies  and  contingencies,  in  order  that  the  cor¬ 
poration  may  properly  carry  out  its  activities 
as  authorized  by  law.  *  *  *  (31  U.S.C.  847) 

*  *  *  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall 
not  be  construed  as  preventing  Government 
corporation  from  carrying  out  and  financing 
their  activities  as  authorized  by  existing  law, 
nor  as  affecting  the  provisions  of  section 
831y  of  Title  16.  The  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  not  be  construed  as  affecting  the 
existing  authority  of  any  Government  cor¬ 
poration  to  make  contracts  or  other  com¬ 
mitments  without  reference  to  fiscal  year 
limitations.  •  *  *  (31  U.S.C.  849) 

The  Antideficiency  Act  includes  the 
following  provision: 

Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  so  con¬ 
strued  as  to  interfere  with  the  initiation, 
operation,  and  administration  of  agricul¬ 
tural  price  support  programs  and  no  funds 
(other  than  funds  for  administrative  ex¬ 
penses)  available  for  price  support,  surplus 
removal,  and  available  under  section  612(c) 
of  Title  7,  with  respect  to  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  shall  be  subject  to  apportionment 
pursuant  to  this  section.  (31  U.S.C.  665 
(d)  (2)) 

This  provision  was  enacted  in  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Appropriation  Act,  1951,  as  the  re¬ 
sult  of  an  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Whitten,  as  modified  by  Senator  Ander¬ 
son’s  amendment,  and  as  further  modi¬ 
fied  in  conference. 

The  debate  in  the  House  reads  as  fol¬ 
lows — Congressional  Record  for  May  10, 
1950,  pages  6913-6914; 

Mr.  Whitten.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Whitten.  On 
page  422,  line  5,  after  the  period,  insert 
“Nothing  In  this  subsection  shall  be  so  con¬ 
strued  as  to  interfere  with  initiation,  oper¬ 
ation,  and  administration  of  agricultural 
price  support  programs.” 

Mr.  Norrell.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gentle¬ 
man  yield? 

Mr.  Whitten.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  Norrell.  May  I  say  to  the  committee 
that  the  members  of  the  subcommittee  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle  who  have  had  occasion 
to  go  into  this  matter  believe  the  original 
intent  of  the  committee  was  not  to  give  such 
authority  to  the  Director  as  this  amendment 
would  prohibit;  so  I  am  authorized  to  say  to 
the  Members  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  that 
we  have  no  objection  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Whitten.  I  thank  the  gentleman.  I 
have  discussed  this  with  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  H.  Carl  Andersen]  and  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr.  Horan], 


members  of  the  Subcommittee  for  Agricul¬ 
tural  Appropriations.  In  the  general  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  bill  we  are  trying  to  prevent 
deficiencies,  and  in  doing  that  the  general 
provisions  provide  that  the  funds  for  the 
various  operations  of  the  Government  shall 
be  set  up  on  a  quarterly  basis  and  have  to  be 
cleared  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Now  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
was  set  up  as  a  corporation  for  the  reason 
that  we  intended  for  them  to  have  some  free¬ 
dom  and  latitude  in  handling  their  opera¬ 
tions.  This  amendment  leaves  it  where  they 
have  to  make  the  same  reports  of  their  op¬ 
erations  and  all  that,  but  it  does  mean  that 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  cannot  interfere 
with  the  proper  operation  of  the  price-sup- 
port  program.  In  other  words,  they  cannot 
delay  the  initiation  or  proper  administration 
of  the  price-support  programs.  Thia  leaves  it 
where  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  can 
follow  the  basic  law  and  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  set  out  in  their  charter  and  xmder  the 
law  authorizing  its  creation.  There  is  some 
question  whether  the  CCC  would  be  included 
in  the  absence  of  this  amendment,  but  this 
clarifies  the  provisions  where  there  can  be 
no  question. 

Mr.  Cooley.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gentle¬ 
man  yield? 

Mr.  Whitten.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina. 

Mr.  Cooley.  Tlie  same  Corporation  which  is 
in  charge  of  administering  the  price  support 
program  is  likewise  engaged  in  other  activi¬ 
ties,  such  as  carrying  out  the  International 
Wheat  Agreement,  acquiring  supplies  for  the 
ECA,  likewise  acquiring  beef  in  connection 
with  the  foot  and  mouth  program  in  Mexico, 
and  also  in  acquiring  suppUes  for  foreign 
cash  customers.  I  think  in  all  of  those  op¬ 
erations  and  transactions  the  Corporation 
acts  as  agent.  It  is  not  the  purpose,  as  I  un¬ 
derstand,  of  this  bill,  to  subject  those  trans¬ 
actions  to  budgetary  scrutiny. 

Mr.  Whitten.  Insofar  as  the  operations  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  are  con¬ 
cerned,  I  think  that  the  gentleman  is  emi¬ 
nently  correct.  Insofar  as  the  other  agencies 
are  concerned,  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  Fulton.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gentle¬ 
man  yield. 

Mr.  Whitten.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Pulton.  Do  I  understand  that  the 
amendment  is  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  out 
interference  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
with  the  operations  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation?  If  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
thinks  something  ought  to  be  done  for  effi¬ 
ciency,  this  will  block  them. 

Mr.  Whitten.  No;  this  does  not  enter  into 
that.  Under  the  general  provisions  the  Oor- 
pwration  must  make  certain  reperts.  In  the 
absence  of  this  amendment  they  would  have 
to  set  up  in  advance,  on  a  yearly  basis  or  on 
a  quarterly  basis,  their  operations  and  you 
cannot  do  that  with  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corp>oration  where  you  do  not  know  in  ad¬ 
vance  what  your  demand  for  outlays  will  be 
to  suppyort  the  price  of  crops. 

Mr.  Pulton.  If  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
feels  that  it  is  wrlse  that  there  be  these  ad¬ 
vance  quarterly  repyorts  made  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corpyoration,  why  should  we 
in  the  act  by  the  amendment  cut  them  out  of 
that  right? 

Mr.  Whitten.  They  make  the  same  reports, 
but  we  say  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
cannot  make  such  demands  as  will  Interfere 
with  the  propyer  discharge  of  the  obligations 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpyoration.  Short 
of  interfering  with  the  propyer  discharge  of 
such  obligations,  they  have  full  rights,  but 
if  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  sets  out  to  block 
the  price  suppyort  program  which  was  author¬ 
ized  by  law  and  which  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corpyoration  had  an  obligation  and  a  duty  to 
perform,  this  merely  says  in  that  case  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  go  ahead. 


Mr.  Pulton.  I  do  not  see  why,  if  the  law 
says  one  thing,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
can  block  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
without  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Whitten.  It  is  hard  to  understand,  but 
we  wish  to  be  sure  it  does  happen. 

Mr.  Cooley.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
could  not  block  them  except  for  the  provi¬ 
sions  in  the  present  bill. 

Mr.  Whitten.  That  is  right,  but  it  might 
be  held  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  give 
them  that  right,  and  we  wanted  to  make  it 
clear. 

Mr.  Yates.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gentle¬ 
man  yield? 

Mr.  Whitten.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  Yates.  I  do  not  understand  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  in  this  respect:  The  gen¬ 
tleman  has  made  a  statement  with  respect 
to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpyoration  inso¬ 
far  as  the  antideflciency  provisions  of  the 
act  are  concerned.  Should  not  that  same  ex¬ 
ception  be  made,  for  instance,  with  respect 
to  the  social  welfare  program  about  which 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  spyoke  yes¬ 
terday,  inasmuch  as  we  will  not  know  before¬ 
hand,  for  instance,  just  what  the  charges 
against  that  will  be,  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  might  very  well  Interfere  with  that? 

Mr.  Whitten.  I  am  not  going  to  argue  with 
the  gentleman  about  that  because  I  am  not 
thoroughly  familiar  vrith  it.  I  do  feel  that  I 
am  qualified  to  speak  to  the  present  question. 
As  to  the  other,  the  gentleman  may  be  clear¬ 
ly  right.  I  just  do  not  know. 

Mr.  Phillips  of  California.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Whitten.  I  yield. 

Mr.  Phillips  of  California.  I  think  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi  has  already  answered 
the  question  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  but  I  thought  perhaps  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  had  not  differen¬ 
tiated  between  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and 
the  General  Accoimting  Office  as  to  its  sub¬ 
sequent  check  and  its  right  to  establish  the 
procedures.  That  is  not  the  right  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget. 

The  Chairman.  The  question  is  on  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  debate  in  the  Senate  includes  the 
following  discussion — Congressional 

Record  for  August  3,  1950,  page  11900: 

Mr.  Anderson.  Mr.  President,  in  the  sec¬ 
tion  relating  to  the  prlce-suppyort  operations 
I  think  there  has  been  an  error  in  the  lan¬ 
guage.  The  language  tries  to  exempt  price- 
support  opyerations.  I  call  up  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  have  sent  to  the  desk,  lettered 
“A”  of  July  17,  1950. 

The  Presiding  Officer.  The  amendment 
will  be  read. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  472,  line 
1,  it  is  propyosed  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
word  “States”,  down  to  and  Including  the 
word  “programs”,  in  line  3,  and  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  Insert  the  following:  “No  funds  (other 
than  funds  for  administrative  expyenses) 
available  for  price  support,  surplus  removal, 
and  related  opyerations,  with  respyect  to  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  shall  be  subject  to  ap- 
pyortionment  pursuant  to  this  section.” 

Mr.  Anderson.  Mr.  President,  the  commit¬ 
tee  attempted  to  exempyt  price-support  opera¬ 
tions  from  appyortionment  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill.  The  Department  has  oth¬ 
er  activities  than  price-suppyort  operations. 
They  have  certain  activities  under  section  32. 
My  amendment  merely  makes  it  pyossible  for 
the  Department  to  proceed  ip  an  orderly 
fashion  without  attempting  to  apportion  the 
operations  between  any  particular  months  or 
any  6  months’  pyeriod.  I  have  discussed  the 
amendment  wdth  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  and  I  am  sure 
he  knows  that  is  true. 

Mr.  Russell.  Mr.  President,  I  can  see  no 
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possible  objection  to  the  amendment,  be- 
cavise  the  section  32  funds  cannot  be  han¬ 
dled  on  such  a  basis  as  has  been  proposed. 
Unless  the  amendment  is  adopted,  the  ef¬ 
fectiveness  of  the  section  32  program,  as 
well  as  the  price-support  program,  would  be 
destroyed. 

Mr.  Maybank.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  yield? 

Mr.  Anderson.  I  yield. 

Mr.  Maybank.  We  have  cut  the  Marshall 
plan  funds,  and  we  have  made  other  cuts. 
How  much  of  a  cut  does  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  represent.  I  realize,  of  course,  that  the 
cut  will  not  apply  to  section  32  funds,  but 
there  may  be  a  reduction  in  employees. 

Mr.  Anderson.  No,  Mr.  President;  the 
amendment  has  nothing  to  do  with  reduc¬ 
tion.  The  amendment  simply  means  that,  if 
a  price-support  program  is  begun  on  cot¬ 
ton,  for  example,  cotton  cannot  be  sup- 
j>orted  for  6  months,  and  then  an  attempt 
be  made  to  divide  the  money  on  a  year’s 
basis,  and  apply  half  of  it  to  one  period  and 
half  to  the  other. 

Mr.  Bussell.  ’The  amendment  does  not 
provide  for  any  reduction  at  all? 

Mr.  Anderson.  No. 

Mr.  Bussell.  It  merely  deals  with  antidefi¬ 
ciency  provisions  of  the  bill.  It  has  nothing 
to  do  with  reduction  or  increase  in  appro¬ 
priation. 

Mr.  Anderson.  The  Senator  from  Georgia 
is  entirely  correct. 

Mr.  BRmcES.  Mr.  President,  may  we  have 
the  amendment  explained  again  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  Anderson.  Yes;  I  shall  be  glad  to  ex¬ 
plain  it.  Under  the  language  adopted  by  the 
committee  attempt  was  made  to  exempt 
price-support  operations  from  the  provisions 
of  the  bill.  The  Department  does  other  things 
in  addition  to  carrying  on  price-support  op¬ 
erations.  It  has  certain  activities  under  sec¬ 
tion  32,  which  is  not  really  a  price-support 
operation,  'The  language  I  suggest  in  my 
amendment  merely  makes  it  possible  for  the 
Department  to  proceed  in  an  orderly  fashion, 
without  attempting  to  apportion  the  opera¬ 
tion  between  any  particular  months  or  any 
6  months’  period.  I  am  sure  there  is  nothing 
wrong  with  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Bridges.  Does  it  increase  the  amount 
of  money  available? 

Mr.  Anderson.  Not  in  the  slightest. 

Mr.  Bussell.  No,  not  in  the  slightest. 

Mr.  Bridges.  What  is  the  advantage  of  it, 
if  there  is  not  an  increase? 

Mr.  Anderson.  If  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  had  to  apportion  its  section  32 
funds,  6  months  in  one  period  and  6  months 
in  another  period,  it  might  throw  the  entire 
program  out  of  balance.  Mr.  President,  has 
the  amendment  been  agreed  to? 

Mr.  Taft.  Mr.  President,  was  the  amend¬ 
ment  read? 

The  Presiding  Officer.  Yes,  the  amend¬ 
ment  has  been  read.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]. 

Mr.  Cordon.  Mr.  President,  I  should  like 
to  call  the  attention  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  to  what  I  think  is  adequate  lan¬ 
guage  on  page  472  of  the  bill  which  would 
make  his  amendment  unnecessary. 

Mr.  Anderson.  Mr.  President.  I  wish  to  say 
to  the  Senator  from  Oregon  that  it  is  because 
the  language  on  page  472  is  not  adequate, 
that  the  amendment  has  been  offered. 

Mr.  Cordon.  I  am  not  going  to  object  to 
the  amendment,  but  I  should  like  to  read 
into  the  Becord  at  this  time  the  provision 
which  appears  on  page  472,  paragraph 
(d)(2): 

‘‘Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  so 
construed  as  to  Interfere  with  the  initiation, 
operation,  and  administration  of  agricultural 
price-support  programs.” 

I  have  made  some  little  study  of  this  sub¬ 
ject  over  a  period  of  years.  I  know  that  it 
Is  not  contemplated  under  the  language  of 


the  bill  itself  that  there  be  apportionment 
in  connection  with  funds  which  are  used  in 
seasonal  or  emergency  operations.  The 
amendment  in  itself,  so  far  as  I  can  see,  can 
do  no  harm.  Perhaps  it  might  satisfy  some¬ 
one  who  has  a  doubt  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
language  of  the  bill  without  it.  I  have  no 
objection  to  the  amendment. 

The  Presiding  Officer.  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Over  the  past  several  years  amend¬ 
ments  have  been  offered  to  the  agricul- 
tm-al  appropriation  bill  from  time  to  time 
which  would  restrict  the  size  of  price- 
support  payments  or  otherwise  put  a  lim¬ 
it  on  the  program. 

Points  of  order  made  against  such 
amendments  have  been  overruled  on  the 
basis  that  the  amendments  constituted 
limitations  and  were  not  legislation  on 
the  appropriation  bill. 

This  ruling  is  based  on  precedents  of 
long  standing  which  antedate  the  law 
establishing  and  regulating  corporations. 
The  ruling  gives  no  recognition  to  the 
fact  that,  while  such  amendments  have 
the  form  and  appearance  of  Umitations, 
they,  in  effect,  would  amend  substantive 
legislation,  such  as  the  Government  Cor¬ 
poration  Control  Act,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act,  and  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

It  is  clear  from  the  legislative  history 
of  the  Government  Corporation  Control 
Act  that  there  was  no  intention  to  mod¬ 
ify  in  any  way  the  charter  or  programs  of 
the  corporations. 

When  the  bill  was  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  its  author,  Mr.  Whittington, 
among  other  things,  said  the  following: 

The  committee  took  the  view  that  ours  it 
was  to  coordinate  and  correlate  the  corpora¬ 
tions  as  we  found  them  with  the  activities 
authorized  by  law  and  by  their  charters,  so 
that  we.  in  reporting  this  biii  under  the  guise 
of  auditing  and  supervision,  in  no  wise 
change  the  substantive  law  under  which  any 
of  these  corporations  are  now  functioning 
and  are  now  authorized. 

The  bill  was  passed  by  a  unanimous 
vote  in  both  the  House  and  Senate. 

Amendments  to  restrict  price-support 
payments  are  inconsistent  with  a  number 
of  provisions  of  the  CCC  Charter  Act. 

For  example,  this  law  authorizes  the 
Corporation  to  make  such  loans  and  ad¬ 
vances  of  funds  as  are  necessary  in  the 
conduct  of  its  business.  The  law  also 
states  that  CCC  shall  determine  the 
character  of  and  the  necessity  for  its 
obligations  and  expenditures. 

The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1421)  directs  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agricultural  to  provide  price 
support  on  various  commodities.  Restric¬ 
tions  on  the  size  of  loans  or  payments 
which  could  be  made  would  be  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  mandatory  and  other 
provisions  of  the  law  and  would  make  it 
impossible  for  the  Corporation  to  carry 
out  the  price-support  program  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Congress 

The  Antideficiency  Act  is  further  rec¬ 
ognition  by  the  Congress  that  corpora¬ 
tions  are  not  susceptible  to  the  types  of 
control  which  govern  other  operations 
was  the  amendment  of  the  Antidefi¬ 
ciency  Act  to  exempt  from  apportion¬ 
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ment  funds  for  price  support  and  surplus 
removal. 

It  seems  clear  that  the  crux  of  the 
problem  is  the  inability  to  gain  recogni¬ 
tion  that  an  amendment  which  on  its 
face  appears  merely  a  limitation  may  be 
much  more.  Such  an  amendment  can 
legislate  out  of  existence  a  program 
authorized  by  the  Congress  in  substan¬ 
tive  law,  and  financed  in  large  part  by 
funds  not  carried  in  the  appropriation 
act  containing  the  restriction.  The  con¬ 
cept  of  what  is  and  what  is  not  a  limita¬ 
tion  needs  to  be  reviewed  and  refined. 
It  is  no  longer  feasible  to  rely  merely  on 
the  form  and  content  of  an  amendment 
in  making  this  determination. 

The  following  are  examples  of  points 
of  order  against  amendments  to  restrict 
the  price-support  program: 

1.  Agricultural  Appropriation  Bill,  1960 
(Congressional  Becord  for  May  18,  1959,  pages 
8337-8338) : 

Mr.  Avery.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  an  amend¬ 
ment  at  the  desk  on  page  27. 

The  Chairman.  The  clerk  will  report  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows ; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  AVEBY:  Page 
27.  line  18  strike  out  the  period,  add  a  colon, 
and  insert  “Provided  further.  That  no  funds 
appropriated  in  this  section  shall  be  used 
to  process  a  Commodity  Credit  loan  which 
is  in  excess  of  $50,000.” 

Mr.  Whitten.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  a 
point  of  order  on  the  amendment. 

The  Chairman.  Does  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  desire  to  press  his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  Whitten.  I  would  like  first,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  if  it  is  agreeable  to  the  Chair,  to  answer 
the  gentleman’s  statement  in  support  of  his 
amendment  and  then  make  the  point  of  or¬ 
der. 

The  Chairman.  The  Chair  would  suggest 
that  the  point  of  order  should  probably  be 
disposed  of  first. 

Mr.  Whitten.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  point  of 
order  I  make  is  this:  The  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  is  chartered  and  its  charter  gives 
it  certain  authority.  ‘The  language  which  the 
gentleman  offers  is  legislation. 

We  are  here  dealing  with  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in 
this  bill.  ’The  gentleman’s  limitation  would 
apply  to  what  the  Corporation  could  do  and 
would  have  the  effect  of  amending  the  char¬ 
ter  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

May  I  say  in  addition  to  that,  the  approach 
that  the  gentleman  makes  sounds  very  good. 
But  actually  it  would  destroy,  in  my  opinion, 
the  farm  program  that  we  have  left  and 
would  be  many,  many  times  more  expensive 
to  the  Treasury  than  the  existing  situation. 
I  would  like  to  explain  why.  If  you  limit  the 
amount  of  loans  in  the  program  for  sta¬ 
bilizing  income  and  stabilizing  prices,  the 
Government  is  going  to  get  its  money  back 
through  sales  of  the  various  commodities. 
But  the  minute  you  put  a  limit  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  that  can  go  into  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  and  leave  the  rest  out, 
that  part  that  is  out  is  going  to  get  the 
business,  domestic  and  foreign,  and  the 
Government  will  be  left  with  the  rest.  You 
have  to  keep  it  in  or  take  it  out. 

There  are  lots  of  things  that  we  need  to 
do  to  change  and  improve  the  agircultural 
program.  We  have  tried  to  touch  those  things 
in  this  bill.  If  this  amendment  were  put 
into  effect,  that  part  that  is  out  would  get 
all  of  the  domestic  and  foreign  markets,  and 
the  part  that  the  Government  has  would 
not  be  sold. 

Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
a  point  of  order. 

The  Chairman.  The  gentleman  will  state 
it. 


May  1,  1968  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE  H3157 


Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  make  the  pyoint  of  order  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  discussing  the  bill,  not  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Chairman.  The  Chair  has  indicated 
to  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  that  he 
would  prefer  to  dispose  of  the  point  of  order. 
The  Chair  would  further  point  out  that  the 
time  consumed  on  the  point  of  order  will  not 
be  charged  to  the  gentleman,  whereas  the 
time  consumed  in  speaking  on  the  merits  of 
the  bill  would. 

Mr.  Whitten.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  point  out  again  that  this  amendment 
would  have  the  effect  of  changing  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  under  Its  charter. 

I  respectfully  submit  the  amendment  is 
legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill  and  Im¬ 
poses  restrictions  not  included  in  the  law. 

The  Chairman.  Does  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  desire  to  be  heard  on  the  point  of 
order? 

Mr.  Avert.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
like  to  ask  our  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee.  Does  the  language  of  my 
amendment  differ  materially  from  the 
proviso  that  precedes  it  on  page  27?  It  seems 
to  me  they  are  all  directed  against  the  basic 
legislation.  My  amendment,  to  me,  would 
appear  just  as  appropriate  as  the  amend¬ 
ment  the  gentleman,  himself,  wrote  in  the 
bill.  I  would  not  think  he  would  want  to 
raise  a  point  of  order  against  his  own 
language. 

Mr".  Whitten.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may  be 
heard,  the  provisions  the  gentleman  refers 
to  have  reference  of  funds  in  this  bill  and 
this  paragraph.  The  gentleman’s  amendment 
would  go  to  the  authority  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  use  its  capital  which 
is  not  provided  in  this  bill.  The  Corporation 
normally  operates  through  borrowing  au¬ 
thority  granted  in  other  legislation. 

The  Chairman  (Mr.  Kilday) .  The  Chair  is 
prepared  to  rule. 

The  gentleman  from  Kansas  has  offered 
an  amendment,  which  has  been  read  by  the 
Clerk.  The  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
makes  the  point  of  order  against  the  amend¬ 
ment  that  it  is  legislation  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill. 

The  Chair  would  point  out  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  by  its  language  is  a  restriction  upon 
the  purpose  for  which  the  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  in  this  bill  may  be  used. 

The  Chair  would  point  out  further  that 
even  though  there  should  be  an  existing  lia¬ 
bility  on  the  Government  or  should  be 
through  other  legislation  granting  powers  to 
an  organization  of  the  Government,  still  a 
provision  in  an  appropriation  bill  limiting 
the  purpose  for  which  the  funds  appropriated 
in  that  bill  may  be  used  is  a  limitation  and 
not  legislation. 

The  Chair,  therefore,  overrules  the  point  of 
order. 

2.  Supplemental  Appropriations,  1965  (Con¬ 
gressional  Record  for  January  26,  1965,  pages 
1185-1186) ; 

Mr.  PiNDLET.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Findlet:  On 
page  2.  line  3,  strike  .the  period  at  the  end 
of  the  sentence  and  insert  the  following: 

Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  carry 
out  any  price  support  program  providing 
further  payments  during  the  fiscal  year  1965 
to  any  person,  partnership,  firm,  joint  stock 
company,  corporation,  association,  trust,  es¬ 
tate,  individual,  or  other  legal  entity,  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  section  348  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended.” 

Mr.  Whitten.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the 
point  of  order. 

The  Chairman.  The  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  reserves  the  point  of 
order. 


Mr.  Whitten.  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  be 
heard  at  this  time  on  the  point  of  order? 

The  Chairman.  The  Chair  shall  be  glad  to 
hear  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  on  the 
point  of  order. 

Mr.  Whitten.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  say 
at  the  outset  that  I  have  sent  for  the  Cor¬ 
poration  Control  Act.  I  am  sorry  I  do  not 
have  it  at  my  fingertips. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  is  a  corporation,  as  I  said  earlier, 
and  as  a  corporation  it  is  given  certain  au¬ 
thorities  in  its  charter.  As  a  corporation  it 
has  all  the  acts,  rights,  and  duties  of  a  cor¬ 
poration  with  certain  exceptions. 

Under  the  Corporation  Control  Act  of  some 
years  ago — and  I  am  sjieakmg  from  recol¬ 
lection.  and  as  I  explained  to  the  Chair  I  will 
have  the  act  before  me  in  a  minute — we  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  Congress  could  supervise  the 
operations  of  these  corporations,  but  that 
Congress  could  not  prevent  the  Corporation 
from  discharging  the  functions  as  provided 
in  that  charter  except  by  amending  the 
Charter  Act,  which  of  course  would  require 
legislation — and  such  would  be  subject  to  a 
point  of  order  here. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman  if  perchance  this 
amendment  were  to  be  held  in  order — and  I 
trust  that  it  will  not — it  would  provide  that 
this  particular  fund  should  not  be,  but  this 
Corporation  in  turn  can  use  the  payments 
that  it  receives  from  the  sale  of  commodities 
and  those  fimds  would  be  available  for  this 
purjxise.  There  is  no  separation  within  the 
Corporation  of  its  funds. 

While  in  the  Appropriation  Act  that  we 
have  before  you  we  have  described  three  dif¬ 
ferent  activities  of  the  Corporation  as  indica¬ 
tions  of  where  losses  occurred  and  we  have 
provided  that  those  funds  are  justified  be¬ 
cause  of  these  losses.  But  as  a  corporation, 
once  these  funds  are  made  available  to  the 
Corporation  by  restoration  of  its  borrow¬ 
ing  authority,  they  are  then  pooled  and  they 
are  pooled  in  the  Corporation’s  borrowing  au¬ 
thority  for  all  the  purposes  of  that  Corpora¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  respectfully  insist  that, 
first,  the  only  authority  remaining  to  the 
Congress  is  to  supervise  this  Corporation  in 
its  operation  as  provided  by  law.  It  says 
specifically  that  it  shall  not  be  used  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  Corporation  from  discharging  its 
responsibilities  with  all  the  authority  that 
a  corporation  enjoys. 

Second,  that  the  funds  or  the  borrowing 
authority  of  that  Corporation,  once  it  is  re¬ 
ceived,  is  there  for  all  purposes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  this  amendment  were 
permitted  it  would  require  a  division  of  those 
funds  within  the  Corporation  and  would  re¬ 
quire  additional  duties  on  its  officers.  Let 
me  explain  why  this  would  be  so.  These 
funds  will  go  there,  but  in  addition  to  these 
funds  the  Corporation  vrfll  have  funds  from 
the  sale  of  commodities.  It  would  require 
additional  work  on  the  part  of  the  officers 
to  separate  the  funds  received  from  the  sale 
of  commodities  from  funds  that  might  be 
made,  available  here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  respectfully  submit  that 
In  the  long  line  of  decisions  that  where  what 
purports  to  be  a  limitation,  if  it  impwses 
additional  duties  upon  the  officers  or  the 
agents  of  the  Government  dealing  with  it  it 
has  been  held  not  to  be  a  limitation  and, 
therefore,  subject  to  a  point  of  order. 

The  Chairman.  Does  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  desire  to  be  heard  on  the  point  of 
order? 

Mr.  Findley.  I  do.  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  The  Chair  will  hear  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  Findley.  Mr.  Chairman  first  of  all  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  knows  very  well 
that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  a 
creature  of  the  Congress,  a  child  of  the 
Congress;  therefore  the  parent  can  control 
the  rules  which  govern  the  child.  I  further 
direct  the  attention  of  the  gentleman  to  the 


bottom  of  page  5  of  the  hearings  in  which 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  said;  “Some 
of  the  laws  require  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  suppKirt  the  price  of  certain  com¬ 
modities  and  it  is  a  violation  of  the  law  not 
to  support  them.  We  have  other  laws  that 
say  if  they  do  support  them  and  the  Corpo¬ 
ration  does  not  have  the  money  they  are  in 
violation  of  the  law.” 

He  pointed  out  the  conflict  here  in  the 
present  law,  and  it  is  up  to  us  today  as  the 
parents  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  to  resolve  the  confiict. 

The  effect  of  my  amendment  is  a  retrench¬ 
ment,  and  it  is  within  the  Holman  rule.  It 
is  a  limitation  and  I  believe  it  is  in  proper 
order. 

The  Chairman  (Mr.  Harris) .  The  Chair  is 
ready  to  rule. 

The  joint  resolution  before  the  Commit¬ 
tee  at  this  time  is  a  joint  resolution  making 
supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Findley] 
has  offered  an  amendment  which  provides 
that  no  part  of  the  appropriation  shall  be 
used  to  formulate  or  carry  out  any  price  sup¬ 
port  program,  provide  for  furthef  payments, 
and  so  forth. 

The  Chair  has  considered  the  arguments 
of  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Whitten]  and  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Findley].  Apparently  there  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  raised  as  to  the  germaneness  of  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  being  germane  to  the  bill 
before  the  Committee,  the  question  is  wheth¬ 
er  or  not  it  is  a  limitation. 

The  Chair  feels  that  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  is  a  limitation  in  that  it  applies  only 
to  the  appropriation  before  the  Committee 
at  this  time.  The  Chair  therefore  overrules 
the  point  of  order. 

3.  Agricultural  Appropriation  BUI,  1966 
(Congressional  Record  for  May  26,  1965,  page 
11662)  : 

The  Chairman.  Does  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  press  his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  Whitten.  I  do,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  The  gentleman  wUl  state 
his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Whitten.  This  amendment  would  re¬ 
quire  the  keeping  of  books,  it  would  require 
substantive  additional  duties  on  many  peo¬ 
ple  because  many  producers  produce  many 
different  crops.  This  woiUd  be  legislation  on 
an  appropriation  blU. 

The  Chairman.  Does  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  desire  to  be  heard? 

Mr.  Dingell.  Mr.  Chjwrman,  if  I  may  be 
heard,  I  would  point  out  this  is  very  simple. 

I  am  sure  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
knows  no  duties  are  imposed  upon  any  per¬ 
sons  by  this.  It  says : 

“No  part  of  any  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  may,  in  any  fiscal  year,  be  used,  directly 
or  Indirectly,  to  make  payments  to  any  per¬ 
son,  partnership  or  corporation  in  an  aggre¬ 
gate  amount  in  excess  of  $50,000  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  any  price  support  program  or  com¬ 
bination  of  programs  for  price  support  or 
stabilization.” 

This  is  really  a  limitation. 

The  Chairman  (Mr.  Keogh).  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Dingell]  offered 
an  amendment  to  page  37,  Une  2,  which  is  a 
new  section,  and  reads  as  follows : 

“No  part  of  any  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  may,  in  any  fiscal  year,  be  used,  directly 
or  Indirectly,  to  make  pa3ntnents  to  any  per¬ 
son,  partnership  or  corporation  in  an  ag¬ 
gregate  amount  in  excess  of  $50,000  in  con¬ 
nection  with  any  price  support  program  or 
combination  of  programs  for  price  support 
or  stabilization,  irrespective  of  whether  such 
payments  are  on  account  of  loans,  purchases, 
or  subsidies  or  are  otherwise  authorized.” 

To  which  amendment  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  makes  the  point  of  order  that  it 
is  legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

The  Chair  is  of  the  opinion  that  since  the 
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ameiidment  is  directed  to  funds  appropriated 
by  the  pending  act,  the  phrase  “in  any  Sscal 
year”  is  not  applicable,  nor  in  fact  is  it  neces¬ 
sary.  But  the  Chair  is  further  of  the  opinion 
that  this  is  an  express  limitation  on  the 
funds  appropriated  by  the  pending  bill,  and 
holds  that  the  amendment  is  in  order,  and 
overrules  the  point  of  order. 

4.  Agricultiiral  Appropriation  Bill,  1968 
(Congressional  Record  for  June  6,  1967,  pages 
H6701-H6702)  : 

Mr.  Findley.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  FINDLEY ;  On 
page  34,  line  18,  after  the  word  “hereof” 
strike  the  period  and  insert  the  following : 

“Provided  further.  That  none  of  the  funds 
appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be  used  to 
formulate  or  carry  out  price  support  or  com¬ 
modity  programs  during  the  period  ended 
June  30,  1968,  under  which  the  total  amount 
of  payments  in  excess  of  $25,000  would  be 
made  to  any  single  recipient  as  ( 1 )  incentive 
payments,  (2)  diversion  payments,  (3)  price 
supp>ort  payments,  (4)  wheat  marketing  cer¬ 
tificate  payments,  (5)  cotton  equalization 
payments,  (6)  cropland  adjustment  pay¬ 
ments,  and  (7)  compliance  payments.” 

Mr.  Whitten.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  a 
point  of  order  against  the  amendment. 

The  Chairman.  The  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  reserves  a  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  Whitten.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
make  a  jxiint  of  order  against  the  amend¬ 
ment.  While  the  gentleman’s  amendment 
applies  to  a  number  of  things  that  might 
be  tied  to  appropriations  in  the  bill,  the 
amendment  will  stand  or  fall  on  all  of  its 
provisions.  As  I  pointed  out  earlier,  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  was  set  up 
as  a  corporation  with  certain  rights  and 
powers.  Later  it  was  brought  under  surveil¬ 
lance,  and  under  both  acts  which  brought 
it  under  congressional  surveillance  it  was 
provided  that — 

Nothing  in  this  act  of  surveillance  shall 
interfere  with  the  operations  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  in  maintaining  price  supports. 

If  you  read  the  amendment  that  has  been 
offer^  by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  you 
will  see  that  item  3  states:  “Price  suppyort 
payments  may  not  exceed  $25,000.”  So  that 
language  clearly  would  interfere  with  price- 
support  payments  and  would  repeal  the  two 
acts  that  I  mentioned.  It  would,  to  that  ex¬ 
tent,  change  the  authority  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation. 

Some  of  the  other  provisions  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  might  be  in  order,  but  if  you  look  at 
provision  No.  3,  it  states: 

None  of  the  fimds  in  this  bill  may  be  used 
for  payments  in  excess  of  $25,000  for  price 
support  payments. 

So  it  comes  clearly  within  the  arguments 
that  I  made  on  the  other  point  of  order  with 
respect  of  the  amendment  of  limit  total 
expenditures  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  respectfully  submit  that 
the  point  of  order  on  the  amendment  should 
be  upheld. 

The  Chairman.  Does  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  wish  to  be  heard  on  the  point  of 
order? 

Mr.  Findley.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  the 
amendment  comes  clearly  within  the  Holman 
rule.  It  is  negative.  It  represents  a  retrench¬ 
ment.  It  designates  things  for  v/hich  funds 
may  not  be  spent. 

I  would  call  the  attention  of  the  Chair  to 
page  11248  of  the  Record  of  May  26,  1965. 

On  that  occasion  the  gentleman  from  Il¬ 
linois  [Mr.  Michel]  offered  an  amendment 
which  had  almost  the  same,  almost  the  pre¬ 
cise  language — ^the  substantive  phrases  at 
least.  The  Chair  overruled  the  poirwt  of 
order  made  by  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Whitten].  So  I  do  believe  this  Is 


very  much  in  order  and  in  keeping  with 
previous  amendments  of  the  same  sort. 

The  Chairman.  The  Chair  is  ready  to  rule. 

On  January  26,  1965,  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas,  Mr.  Harris,  was  in  the  chair  when 
a  similar  amendment  was  offered  to  a  bill  ap¬ 
propriating  funds  to  reimburse  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  The  Chair  ruled 
that  the  proposed  amendment  was  a  limita¬ 
tion  that  applied  only  to  the  appropriations 
carried  in  the  bill  before  the  Committee  at 
that  time.  The  Chair  therefore  overruled  the 
point  of  order. 

Also,  on  May  18,  1959,  when  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  had  under  consideration  the 
Agriculture  Department  appropriation  bill, 
which  included  funds  for  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  an  amendment  was  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Kansas,  Mr. 
Avery,  which  provided  that  “no  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  in  this  section  shall  be  used  to 
process  a  Commodity  Credit  loan  which  is  in 
excess  of  $50,000.”  That  amendment  was  held 
to  be  a  limitation  and  in  order  by  the  Chair¬ 
man,  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  Mr.  Kilday. 

The  Chair  holds  that  the  amendment  is 
a  limitation  and,  therefore,  the  Chair  over¬ 
rules  the  point  of  order. 

On  this  basis,  I  respectfully  ask  the 
Chair  to  reverse  the  prior  decisions  and 
let  this  Corporation  operate  as  a  cor¬ 
poration  which,  as  the  Congress  said  in 
at  least  six  instances,  it  intended  for  the 
Corporation  to  do.  I  ask  the  Chair  to 
overrule  its  prior  decisions. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  wish  to  be  heard? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Briefly,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Insofar  as  I  could  follow  the  com¬ 
ments  of  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi,  I  think  I  am  fair  in  stating  that 
the  central  arguments  added  by  these 
comments  were  covered  thoroughly, 
even  though  more  briefly,  last  year  when 
the  gentleman  made  his  argument  to 
the  Chair  at  that  time.  In  fact,  if  my 
recollection  of  what  he  quoted  from  the 
previous  acts  of  the  Congress  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  are  what  I  believe  them  to  be  from 
listening,  then  it  was  from  this  very 
language  that  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  last  year  quoted  in  argument 
to  the  Chair. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
be  heard  briefly? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  hear 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  merely  wish  to  say 
that  last  year  I  spoke  off  the  cuff  and 
from  my  recollection.  Since  that  time  I 
have  taken  time  to  brief  this  point.  I 
have  the  brief  before  me.  I  delivered  it 
to  the  Parliamentarian,  earlier.  In  the 
brief  I  cite  chapter  and  verse  to  support 
my  position  that  this  amendment  vio¬ 
lates  numerous  actions  of  the  Congress 
to  prevent  just  such  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  has  read 
the  amendment  and  is  ready  to  rule'. 

Consistent  with  the  decision  of  Chair¬ 
man  Harris  in  1965  and  Chairman  Kil¬ 
day  in  1959,  and  consistent  with  the 
Chair’s  own  ruling  on  June  6,  1967,  the 
Chair  finds  that  the  amendment  Is  a 
limitation  on  appropriations. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
view  of  the  seriousness  of  the  Chair’s 
ruling,  I  ask  for  an  appeal. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
like  to  conclude  his  statement  and  then 
he  will  recognize  the  gentleman. 
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To  proceed,  section  2  of  iule  XXI  pro¬ 
vides,  in  part,  as  follows; 

Nor  shall  any  ♦  *  •  amendment  thereto 
changing  existing  law  be  in  order,  except 
as  being  germane  to  the  subject  matter  of 
the  bill  shall  retrench  expenditures  ♦  *  *. 

It  is  also  noted  by  the  Chair  that  the 
amendment  refers  to  funds  appropriated 
by  this  bill.  The  Chair  therefore  over¬ 
rules  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  appeal.  Having  been  a  party  in 
trying  to  protect  the  Corporation  through 
the  years,  I  know  it  is  most  unusual  to 
ask  for  an  appeal.  In  view  of  that,  I 
withdraw  my  request. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  many  of  us  support 
great  sections  of  this  present  bill,  but  the 
particular  section  we  have  been  dis¬ 
cussing,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora'* 
tion,  has  given  us  a  great  deal  of  diffl- 
culty,  and  for  one  particular  reason.  I 
think  it  was  well  brought  out  in  the  argu¬ 
ment  that  just  took  place  on  the  point 
of  order,  that  you  cannot  reach  this  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  through  the 
normal  appropriating  process  unless 
something  like  this  is  done. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is 
a  spillover  fund.  It  is  like  having  two 
wells  and  the  Agriculture  Committee  can 
go  to  either  one  it  wants.  This  bill  indi¬ 
cates  there  has  been  a  cut  in  the  bill, 
but  in  the  subsidy  program  there  has 
been  no  cut.  If  we  turn,  for  example,  to 
the  bill,  or  to  the  report,  we  find  it  is 
indicated  there  wiU  be  a  cut  in  the  sub¬ 
sidy  payments  of  approximately  $460 
million,  but  actually  all  that  is  being 
done  is  taking  a  lesser  payment  by  ap¬ 
propriation  on  the  cumulative  losses  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Each  year  this  happens.  Last  year,  for 
instance,  when  the  budget  was  tight,  we 
paid  from  the  budget  a  smaller  amount 
of  the  cumulative  losses  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  and  thus  we  took  a  reduction  in  the 
budget.  This  year,  if  the  budget  is  tight, 
we  do  not  have  to  pay  back  so  much  of 
the  loss.  Next  year,  if  the  budget  is  not 
so  tight,  we  can  go  in  with  a  little  bit 
more  in  the  appropriation  bill  to  pay 
back  the  losses  of  this  year  and  prior 
years.  Thus  the  appropriation  process  is 
avoided. 

This  is  the  first  appropriation  bill. 
During  the  year  we  will  be  asked  to  raise 
taxes  and  to  make  cuts  in  all  the  Fed¬ 
eral  programs.  Many  of  us  will  be  watch¬ 
ing  with  a  great  deal  of  interest  the 
votes  of  the  men  who  do  not  want  to  cut 
this  bill  but  who  want  to  cut  other  bills 
designed  to  meet  our  other  national 
needs.  Some  of  us  will  have  to  cut  bills 
we  are  in  favor  of  to  meet  the  budget 
deficit.  That  is  why  last  year  I  supported 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  on  an 
across-the-board  cut,  because  I  know 
how  hard  it  is  to  cut  each  particular  pro¬ 
gram. 

If  we  take  the  losses  of  last  year — 
and  as  the  gentleman  mentioned,  we  are 
always  paying  the  Corporation  for  losses 
Incurred  in  the  years  before — there  we 
find  a  loss  of  $2,775,000,000.  This  is  set 
forth  in  the  report.  If  we  were  to  take 
also  the  figure  set  forth  in  the  report 
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that  only  6  percent  of  the  people  in 
America  are  still  on  the  farms,  this  would 
be  approximately  1,200,000  people.  We 
could  take  the  losses  for  last  year  alone 
in  this  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
and  give  every  farmer  a  check  for  $2,000, 
just  hand  it  to  him,  and  this  would  give 
everybody  direct  aid. 

We  are  talking  about  aiding  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  cities  and  suburbia,  and  I  think 
we  should  make  it  very  clear  to  the  pub¬ 
lic  that  through  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  we  are  also  making  direct 
payments  to  farmers. 

We  are  worried  about  the  small  farmer. 
The  reason  for  this  amendment  is  the 
fact  that  some  of  the  subsidy  payments 
are  huge,  and  the  subcommittee  report 
of  last  year  reflects  the  exact  payments. 
If  we  want  to  help  the  small  fanner  and 
get  him  out  of  the  city  and  back  onto 
the  farai,  we  should  be  directing  a  type 
of  payment  directly  to  the  individual 
either  through  direct  payments  or  at 
least  by  limiting  the  very  large  pay¬ 
ments  to  a  few  farmers. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  correction? 

Mr.  ADAMS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  for  a  correction. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chau’man,  the  gentle¬ 
man  said  this  was  the  first  appropriation 
bill  this  year.  I  point  out  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  this  is  the  second  regular  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  pointing  out  this  is  the 
second  appropriation  bill.  He  is  correct. 
My  point  is  that  there  are  12  more  ap¬ 
propriation  bills  coming,  and  when  these 
12  bills  come  in  and  mention  is  made  on 
the  floor  that  we  should  cut  each  of  these 
bills,  some  will  be  asking  where  and  how 
we  should  cut.  The  present  amendment, 
it  is  estimated,  would  save  half  a  billion 
dollars,  which  will  fund  many  of  the 
programs  we  spend  hours  arguing  about 
cutting.  For  example,  we  will  be  arguing 
about  $9  million,  and  $23  million  in  bills 
such  as  the  public  television  bill  or  gas 
pipeline  safety.  I  wiU  be  asking,  when 
these  bills  come  up,  how  many  could 
have  been  funded  out  of  this  kind  of  cut. 

Suppose  we  do  not  replace  the  loss  in 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  this 
year.  It  has  a  $14.5  billion  total  borrow¬ 
ing  ability  on  which  to  operate.  If 
we  did  not  pay  this  loss  this  year  the 
total  past  borrowing  of  the  Corporation 
would  go  from  approximately  $9  to  $11.5 
billion.  This  would  leave  about  $3  billion 
In  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to 
use  for  lending  and  for  subsidies.  We 
would  have  a  $2.7  billion  saving  in  the 
budget  on  this  item  alone. 

I  think  the  Appropriations  Committee 
this  year  has  an  exceedingly  difficult  job, 
and  what  we  are  pleading  for  today  is  to 
let  us  look  at  all  the  bills — just  as  some 
of  the  gentlemen  are  urging  we  look  at 
some  other  bUls — and  not  pass  this  one 
in  full  form  and  then  cut  the  others. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr,  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ADAMS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
say  this  bill  provides  for  a  reduction  in 
obligational  authority  of  $1,400,000,000. 
That  is  what  they  would  have  to  con¬ 
tract  for  which  would  have  to  be  spent 
later.  It  provides  for  an  actual  cut  of 


$414  million  in  expenditures  in  the  next 
year  from  amounts  which  were  available 
for  us  to  cut.  That  is  an  actual  expendi- 
tm-e  cut  of  from  $2.1  billion  to  $1.6  bil¬ 
lion. 

We  have  met  our  responsibilities  imder 
this  and  have  cut  deeply.  And  I  say  the 
funds  in  this  bill  have  to  do  with  many 
other  programs,  including  the  school 
limch  program,  the  food  stamp  program, 
and  many  other  things  that  do  not  have 
to  do  with  agriculture. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Washington  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Whitten,  and  by 
imanimous  consent,  Mr.  Adams  was  al¬ 
lowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional  min¬ 
utes.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  call 
to  the  attention  of  the  gentleman  one 
thing,  and  I  am  not  trying  to  stir  up 
problems  anywhere.  Where  labor  is  con¬ 
cerned,  the  laws  say  that  they  can  get  a 
bigger  segment  of  the  consumer’s  dol¬ 
lar  in  a  way  where  it  is  not  obvious  to 
the  public.  Unfortunately,  in  agriculture 
it  sticks  out  like  a  sore  thumb.  The  pro¬ 
grams  enabling  the  6  percent  to  feed  the 
rest  of  the  people  stick  out  like  a  sore 
thumb. 

But  the  amount  involved  is  “peanuts” 
compared  to  what  is  passed  on  to  the 
consumer  in  the  retail  price  as  a  result 
of  the  laws  passed  by  Congress  for  bar¬ 
gaining  rights  and  minimum  wages. 
When  we  slash  the  one,  let  us  look  at 
what  the  Congress  has  done  for  the  other, 
which  does  not  show. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  I  believe  I  pointed  out, 
with  regard  to  the  $1.4  billion,  in  the  sav¬ 
ings  involved  there  is  included  $460  mil¬ 
lion  which  was  spent  last  year  but  we 
are  not  paying  it  back  this  year. 

I  agree  with  the  gentleman  that  we 
should  be  aiding  the  farmer.  The  point  is 
how  should  we  do  it.  The  farmer  is  like  a 
man  on  a  rock  and  stranded.  This  bill  is 
like  trying  to  bring  the  ocean  up  to  float 
him  off.  What  I  advocate  is  to  go  out  with 
a  boat  and  help  him. 

If  we  allow  prices  to  seek  their  own 
level  and  give  direct  aid,  we  could  accom¬ 
plish  a  great  deal  to  help  the  small 
farmer. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Would  the  gentleman 
be  willing  for  labor  to  follow  the  same 
line  of  reasoning — let  them  go  out  and 
get  what  they  can.  Will  he  be  willing  to 
repeal  all  minimum  wages  and  all  rights 
of  labor  to  bargain? 

Mr.  ADAMS.  This  is  not  all  compara¬ 
ble  with  what  we  are  talking  about. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Yes,  it  is. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  We  are  talking  about 
supporting  aid  programs  directly  to  the 
farmer,  to  assist  him,  but  this  bill  would 
continue  to  raise  the  entire  price  level 
through  subsidy  programs,  by  giving 
large  payments  to  a  small  number  of 
farmers. 

We  must  cut  this  budget  and  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  not  a  crisis  program  and  shoifld 
bear  its  fair  share  of  the  necessary  cuts. 

Mr.  BATTIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  and  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  niunber  of  words. 

Mr.  BERRY.  Mr.  Cfiiairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BATTIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  South  Dakota. 

(Mr.  BERRY  asked  and  was  given 


permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BERRY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
commend  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  on  sparing  the  ax  on  the  Agriculture 
appropriations  bill.  It  is  tine  some  levels 
of  the  bill  were  reduced,  but  by  and  large 
Agriculture  has  probably  fared  better 
than  any  other  depaidment  in  this  ap¬ 
propriation  today. 

I  think  the  principal  reason  why  the 
Agriculture  appropriations  bill  has  fared 
so  well  is  that  there  is  no  segment  of  the 
American  economy  that  is  suffering  as 
much  as  agriculture.  In  comparison  with 
the  income  of  other  segments  of  the 
economy,  agricultural  income  is  only  74 
percent  of  the  balance  of  the  national 
income,  known  as  the  parity  level. 

With  the  prices  going  up  on  every¬ 
thing  the  farmer  must  buy  and  the 
prices  going  down  on  what  the  farmer 
has  to  sell,  it  is  the  farmer  who  should 
be  marching  on  Washington  rather  than 
the  so-called  poor  march.  Of  course,  the 
farmer  is  not  going  to  resort  to  any 
march  on  Washington.  He  knows  the 
condition  of  the  U.S.  Treasury  and  he 
appreciates  what  Congress  has  been  able 
to  do  insofar  as  the  appropriation  of  tax 
funds  is  concerned. 

Mr.  BATTIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe 
it  could  be  fairly  stated  that  if  this 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  were  to  pass,  what  has  been 
attempted  by  many  over  a  period  of  time 
would  be  successful.  There  would  not  be 
any  farm  program  as  it  has  been  known 
for  the  past  number  of  years. 

When  we  recognize  the  fact  that  80 
percent  of  the  food  produced  in  this 
country  is  produced  by  some  10  to  12 
percent,  the  farmers,  we  realize  that  if 
we  place  a  limitation  of  $10,000  on  pay¬ 
ment  from  whatever  source,  the  large 
farmer  is  not  going  to  comply  with  the 
program.  They  wiU  produce  as  much  as 
they  want  and  in  a  very  few  years  we 
will  be  back  here  trying  to  figure  out  how 
to  eliminate  the  great  surpluses  of  food 
and  fiber.  The  farm  program  is  far  from 
perfect  and  needs  better  administration. 
To  use  the  suggested  approach  would  in 
fact  destroy  the  farm  economy.  We  all 
know  how  bad  it  is  at  the  present  time 
but  1  hour’s  debate  could  do  immeas¬ 
urable  harm.  Par  more  consideration  is 
needed. 

Actually,  we  are  dealing  now  with  an 
appropriation  bill,  not  with  any  sug¬ 
gested  changes  in  the  agricultural  law. 
It  would  seem  logical  to  me — and  I  hope 
to  most — that  if  we  are  to  have  any  dras¬ 
tic  changes  in  the  agricultural  law,  we 
should  be  debating  that  very  problem 
when  that  biU  comes  up  for  renewal 
here  on  the  floor. 

The  basic  function  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  as  I  understand  it,  is  to 
fund  programs,  not  write  new  legislation. 
The  Appropriations  Committee  is  not 
putting  money  in  for  programs  that  were 
not  originally  passed  by  this  House  and 
by  the  other  body  and  signed  into  law. 

Now  we  are  really  being  asked  to 
change  these  programs.  This  is  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  legislative  committee. 
The  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
has  jurisdiction  and  the  changes  should 
be  considered  by  this  committee. 

Every  farmer  who  has  to  go  to  the 
implement  dealer  to  buy  a  piece  of  ma- 
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chinery  or  who  has  to  have  financing  has 
had  to  show  his  banker  or  the  machinery 
dealer  that  he  can  pay  for  his  needs  and 
that  he  has  a  certain  sized  operation  and 
that  his  income  is  sufficient  to  repay  his 
loan. 

Part  of  that  income  is  the  payments 
that  he  receives  from  participation  in 
the  program.  If  you  cut  the  payments 
off,  you  will  not  only  raise  havoc  in  the 
agricultural  community,  but  you  will 
damage  the  credit  market  to  a  very  great 
extent. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chainnan,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BATTIN.  I  will  be  happy  to  yield 
to  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Would  the  gentleman 
agree  that  the  effect  of  the  adoption  of 
this  amendment  would  be  to  do  injury 
both  to  the  fanner  and  the  consumer. 
I  join  my  friend  in  strongly  opposing  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  BATTIN.  I  agree  completely.  In 
1  year  or  11/2  years’  time  it  will  have 
some  basic  effect,  but  when  we  get  the 
surpluses  back  because  people  will  not 
comply  with  the  program  and  instead 
will  go  out  and  produce  as  much  as  they 
can  and  sell  as  much  as  they  can,  then 
the  small  farmer  will  not  be  able  to  make 
the  grade.  If  you  talk  about  a  commercial 
farmer  today,  he  will  be  the  corporate 
farmer  tomorrow  who  is  in  a  position  to 
bargain  with  the  consumer  and  set  the 
price.  Competition  is  good,  and  you  will 
not  have  competition  if  you  take  the 
man  who  is  the  small  farmer  and  put 
him  out  of  business.  If  the  large  farmer 
does  not  choose  to  comply,  then  the  basic 
program  will  fail  and  Congress  will 
abandon  this  and  the  small  farmer  is 
out  on  his  ear. 

Soil  bank  payments,  conservation  pay¬ 
ments,  and  other  farmer  programs  are 
contracts  that  have  been  entered  into 
between  the  farmers  and  the  Federal 
Government.  The  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  prohibited  laws  that  abro¬ 
gate  contracts.  I  think  this  is  a  very 
serious  problem,  and  I  do  not  think  it 
can  be  handled  in  an  appropriation  bill 
here  on  the  floor  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives. 

Mr.  PRICE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  BATTIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  PRICE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  like  to  agree  with  the  gentleman 
from  Montana.  As  a  practical  matter, 
how  can  a  person  farm  80  or  160  acres 
and  pay  $10,000  for  a  tractor,  which  is 
only  one  piece  of  machinery  that  he  has 
to  have?  I  think  this  actually  is  putting 
a  very  high  burden  on  the  person  trying 
to  farm  eflOciently. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  FOLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  agree 
with  every  word  that  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Montana  just  spoke  in 
the  well.  I  must  say  the  author  of  this 
amendment,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois, 
is  an  expert  on  farm  programs.  He  is  a 
former  member  of  the  Committee  on 


Agricultiire,  and  he  knows  these  pro¬ 
grams  as  well  as  any  Member  of  this 
House.  I  know  he  is  candid  enough  to 
tell  you  that  this  amendment  is  directed 
right  at  the  heart  of  our  farm  programs. 
It  is  not  directed  at  eliminating  excess 
payments  at  any  particular  level,  of 
$100,000  or  $200,000  of  $1  million.  It  is 
directed  at  making  the  present  farm  pro¬ 
grams  unworkable.  I  say  that  because 
the  gentleman  knows  if  his  amendment 
were  adopted,  mans^  commercial  farmers 
would  not  be  able  to  receive  payments 
that  they  are  now  receiving  under  exist¬ 
ing  programs.  We  listen  to  the  same  argu¬ 
ment  made  every  year  here.  Some  Mem¬ 
ber  cites  a  $1  million  payment  that  was 
assertedly  made  to  someone  in  some 
State.  Like-minded  Members  propose  a 
$25,000  payment  limitation  or,  as  they 
have  done  this  year,  they  suggest  the 
ultimate — a  $10,000  payment  limitation. 
If  the  gentleman  is  really  interested  in 
eliminating  these  very  large  paiunents, 
let  him  talk  in  terms  of  $1  million  or 
$100,000.  However,  the  gentleman  knows 
that  this  $10,000  limitation  cuts  into  the 
day-by-day  operation  of  commercial 
agriculture  in  this  country. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOLEY.  If  I  have  some  time,  I  will 
yield  to  you  at  the  conclusion  of  my  re¬ 
marks. 

What  we  have  to  decide  here,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  whether  we  are  really  in¬ 
terested  in  helping  farmers  at  all.  My 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Washing¬ 
ton  [Mr.  Adams],  says  that  we  are  inter¬ 
ested  in  small  farmers.  The  fact  of  the 
matter  is  that  if  we  pass  this  amendment, 
all  the  farm  programs  will  become  un¬ 
workable  overnight.  An  insupportable 
burden  will  be  placed  not  on  the  big 
farmers  but  on  the  small  farmers.  The 
Department  of  Agriculture  would  have  to 
put  additional  acreage  limitations  on  the 
small  farmers  throughout  the  country  in 
order  to  maintain  any  kind  of  reasonable 
control  over  supply. 

Who  is  going  to  survive  in  an  out-and- 
out  unbridled  competition  in  agriculture? 
Or  will  the  small  farmer  survive?  Ob¬ 
viously  the  small  farmer  is  going  to  be 
driven  out  of  business  by  the  large  farm¬ 
er  and  the  corporate  farmer;  the  small 
farmer  will  be  driven  into  the  cities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  gentleman  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Battin]  has  so  well  sug¬ 
gested,  we  will  have  corporate  farms 
which  will  eliminate  the  small  family 
farmer.  And,  then,  Mr.  Chairman,  those 
who  think  the  consumer  will  benefit  will 
be  most  surprised. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Yes,  I  sdeld  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  since  he  offered  the 
amendment. 

(Mr.  FINDLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding.  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington  obviously  feels 
that  the  $10,000  is  not  enough  for  a  single 
recipient.  In  that  event,  just  how  much 
does  the  gentleman  think  would  be  a  fair 
level  of  payment  to  them  each  year? 

Mr.  FOLEY.  The  problem  is  that  the 
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gentleman  has  given  the  impression — ■ 
whether  he  intended  to  do  so  or  not — 
that  $10,000  payment  is  a  profit.  $10,000 
that  represents  a  figure  which  in  the  op¬ 
eration  of  farms  may  reflect  a  90  per¬ 
cent  cost. 

Mr.  QUTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  disagree  with  the  state¬ 
ment  which  has  been  made  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington  but  does  the 
gentleman  realize  this:  that  there  are  3 
million  farmers  throughout  the  country 
and  only  29,000  receive  more  than  $10 
million.  We  are  talking  about  29,000 
large  farmers  who  should  be  able  to  do 
this  job  for  $10,000.  That  is  a  pretty  good 
Government  pay. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Well,  I  question  that 
statistic. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield  further,  I  will  let  the 
gentleman  read  it  from  the  book. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  We  are  talking  about  pay¬ 
ments  in  wheat  which  represent  8,000 
bushels  of  wheat  on  which  they  would 
receive  a  7  5 -percent  marketing  certifi¬ 
cate  and  a  50-percent  acreage  allotment 
payment  imder  the  present  system  of 
allowances.  There  are  many  farms  lo¬ 
cated  in  my  area  which  produce  more 
than  8,000  bushels  of  wheat  on  which 
these  payments  are  made. 

The  present  farm  program  is  based  on 
the  theory  of  payments  to  farmers  for 
compliance  with  the  program  restrictions 
and  limitations.  If  we  deny  payments  to 
commercial  farmers  no  substantive  com¬ 
pliance  can  be  achieved  and  the  acreage 
and  other  restrictions  designed  to  limit 
our  productivity  to  our  needs  will  be 
useless  and  ineffective.  The  result  will 
throw  the  entire  agricultural  economy 
out  of  balance  with  very  serious  conse¬ 
quences  for  consumers  and  farmers  alike, 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are 
about  3  million  farmers  in  the  country. 
All  of  them  do  not  receive  payments. 
That  fact  is  true.  But  those  who  do  re¬ 
ceive  payments,  the  amount  of  money 
going  to  farmers  who  receive  less  than 
$10,000  is  $2.6  billion;  29,000  farmers  re¬ 
ceive  more  than  $10,000  in  payments,  to¬ 
taling  $600  million.  We  are  getting  a 
tremendous  amount  of  retirement  of 
acreage  from  small  farmers.  Some  farm¬ 
ers  make  the  point  that  $25  or  $100  is  not 
enough  to  get  into  the  program,  and  they 
may  not  get  into  the  program.  But  a 
large  farmer  who  would  be  limited  to 
$10,000  would,  no  doubt,  think  twice  be¬ 
fore  dropping  out  of  the  program  and 
lose  his  $10,000. 

It  is  also  true  that  some  small  farmers 
need  this  payment  in  order  that  they  can 
practically  break  even  or  make  a  little 
bit  of  profit. 

But  the  large  farmers,  those  29,000,  I 
would  think  those  who  receive  $12,000, 
$13,000,  would  get  Into  the  program  for 
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$10,000,  but  why  pay  some  of  them  $500,- 
000,  or  any  of  the  astronomical  figures  in 
this  book.  As  the  Members  know,  we  have 
a  problem  in  our  National  Government — 
we  are  running  out  of  money. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  Not  at  this  moment.  I  will 
later. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  we  have  to 
find  places  to  cut  expenditures,  and  I 
would  believe  this  would  be  a  most  ideal 
place  to  cut  them  in  order  that  we  have 
money  to  pay  for  programs  that  we  must 
continue. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  people  in  this 
country  who  are  earning  little  or  noth¬ 
ing,  and  we  have  to  figure  out  some  way 
of  financing  programs  to  assist  them. 
Federal,  State,  and  local  government  for 
the  most  part  finances  education.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  would  be  a  terrible  thing  if  we 
cut  back  on  educational  programs.  Also 
I  believe  it  would  be  a  terrible  thing  if 
we  were  to  cut  back  on  the  school  lunch 
program,  or  the  food  stamp  program, 
because  there  was  not  enough  money. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  if  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  save  some  money  we  should  save 
it  here.  I  believe  this  is  the  ideal  place 
where  we  can  do  it. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  If  what  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington  said  is  correct, 
then  this  is  going  to  be  hard  on  the 
small  farmers,  harder  than  on  the  big 
farmers,  and  I  would  presume  that  that 
is  so. 

As  a  person  from  the  city,  I  do  not 
understand  ali  these  matters  relative  to 
the  rural  areas,  but  I  would  ask  the 
gentleman  why  is  it  that  the  big,  the 
rich  farmers  are  getting  bigger  and 
richer  and  the  small  farmers  are  dying 
out  and  disappearing  from  the  farming 
commimities? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  can  tell  the  gentleman 
why. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Maybe  it  is  because 
of  these  Federal  programs,  and  because 
of  this  Federal  assistance.  Maybe  that 
is  one  reason  the  big  farmers  are  getting 
bigger  and  richer.  I  say  this  as  a  city 
fellow  who  does  not  claim  to  have  any 
great  knowledge  about  the  farmers. 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  know  farmers,  and  I 
voted  for  most  of  these  farm  bills. 

I  believe  we  should  have  a  limitation 
on  direct  payments.  But  it  is  the  large 
farmer,  when  he  knows  he  will  get  a 
price  guarantee  from  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  who  knows  he  is  going  to 
get  a  ’  certain  amount  per  bushel,  or  per 
acre,  who  can  make  a  venture  into  a 
large  operation.  This  is  a  guarantee  he 
knows  is  going  to  come  to  him,  and  he 
has  the  assurance  that  he  is  not  taking 
a  gamble,  and  he  is  able  to  use  these 
programs. 

This  amendment  would  not  hurt  the 
practically  3  million  farmers  who  receive 
less  than  $10,000  in  payments  from  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  29,000  who 
receive  more  than  $10,000  would  be  able 
to  continue  receiving  $10,000  per  year 
from  the  Federal  Government. 


I  really  think  that  $5,000  would  be 
enough,  but  I  will  go  along  with  $10,000 
in  order  to  be  really  magnanimous. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  The  gentleman 
has  cited  some  statistics — that  we  have 
3  million  farmers,  and  that  only  29,000 
of  these  3  million  farmers  receive  pay¬ 
ments  in  excess  of  $10,000.  The  gentle¬ 
man  is  pretty  good  with  statistics. 

Could  the  gentleman  tell  me  what 
proportion  of  the  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion  these  29,000  farmers  are  responsible 
for? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  do  not  have  that  figure 
handy  in  the  book.  We  have  the  book 
here. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  The  gentleman 
does  not  want  the  House  to  really  know. 
Is  that  the  case? 

Mr.  QUIE.  That  information  is  not  in 
this  book.  Someone  said  that  it  is  a  siz¬ 
able  amount,  and  I  am  sure  it  is  true  that 
the  large  farmers  produce  a  large  amount 
of  produce,  with  a  higher  percentage, 
much  higher  in  production  than  the 
small  farmer,  but  the  large  farmers 
should  be  able  to  run  their  business  by 
themselves,  they  are  evidently  pretty 
capable  to  have  been  able  to  acquire  these 
large  acreages.  That  is  evidently  why 
they  have  been  able  to  get  so  much  land, 
and  therefore  they  ought  to  be  able  to 
do  without  the  Federal  Government  sub¬ 
sidizing  them  to  an  extent  greater  than 
$10,000. 1  do  not  believe  that  is  necessary 
at  all. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

Mr.  KUYKENDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  some  of  my  Republi¬ 
can  colleagues  are  aware,  on  every  motion 
to  recommit,  I  have  supported  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  5-percent-cut  Bow  amend¬ 
ment;  I  have  done  this  on  every  such 
amendment  that  has  come  on  the  floor 
of  the  House,  since  I  have  been  a  Mem¬ 
ber,  and  I  will  be  very  happy  to  support 
the  Bow  amendment  on  this  particular 
appropriation. 

However,  I  am  in  opposition  to  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KUYKENDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Does  the  gentleman 
understand  that  the  Bow  amendment  as 
proposed  yesterday  provides  for  $28  mil¬ 
lion  more  than  does  this  bill? 

Mr.  KUYKENDALL.  I  will  support  a 
5 -percent  cut  on  this  entire  appropria¬ 
tion.  But  the  idea  is  this — and  I  am 
going  to  talk  about  cotton  because  I  do 
not  know  anything  about  wheat  or  corn, 
but  I  do  happen  to  know  something 
about  cotton  coming  from  Meniphis, 
Tenn.,  the  cotton  capital  of  the  world. 

The  idea  that  a  farmer  who  is  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  cost  of  his  own  small 
production  of  cotton,  and  then  suddenly 
has  his  income  per  bale  cut  from  $45  to 
$50  per  bale  will  produce  economic  dis¬ 


aster.  Without  even  the  studied — Mr. 
Chairman,  without  even  the  studied  or 
the  considered  judgment  that  should  be 
given  to  such  serious  legislation,  this 
abrupt  cutthroat  approach  is  being  pro¬ 
posed. 

Next  year  or  the  latter  part  of  this 
year,  I  know  we  are  going  to  be  debat¬ 
ing  a  new  agricultural  program  and  in 
this  particular  amendment  the  sensible 
consideration  of  possibly  a  reduction  on 
a  graduated  scale  is  not  even  con¬ 
sidered — a  guillotine.  Let  us  say  I,  as  a 
farmer,  have  200  acres.  I  have  a  chance 
to  get  50  more  acres.  But  no,  my  cost  is 
going  to  go  up  $50  a  bale  on  that  next  50 
acres. 

When  I  first  got  in  politics,  some  of 
the  experts  reminded  me  that  this  was  a 
business  that  is  largely  a  mathematical 
one  of  adding  up  the  votes.  Well,  it  is 
not  hard  to  see  on  the  floof  of  this  House 
today  that  the  percentage  of  the  people 
on  the  farms  who  vote  for  them  have 
shrunk  to  a  very  small  6  percent — let  us 
not  forget  this — that  this  same  6  percent 
produces  the  food  and  fiber  for  this  Na¬ 
tion  for  a  smaller  part  of  our  gross  na¬ 
tional  cost  of  living  than  any  other  na¬ 
tion  in  the  world. 

Were  it  not  for  commercial  agricul¬ 
ture,  this  simply  would  not  be  true. 

I  agree  with  the  gentleman  from  Mon¬ 
tana  that  one  of  the  reasons  for  the 
demise  of  the  small  farmer — one  of  the 
reasons  for  the  problem  that  exists  of 
the  small  farmer  is  the  use  of  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  small  farmers  for  po¬ 
litical  purposes  who  have  left  the  fann 
and  gone  to  the  cities. 

I  think  this  House  has  been  largely 
responsible  for  creating  some  of  these 
problems,  and  I  think  it  would  be  grossly 
unjust  for  this  House  to  use  a  guUlotine 
approach  just  because  we  aU  know,  those 
of  us  who  have  tried  to  be  fiscally  re¬ 
sponsible  on  this  floor — and  those  of  us 
who  have  not  tried  to  be  fiscally  respon¬ 
sible  on  this  floor — every  one  of  us  knows 
that  om-  constituents  are  going  to  hold 
our  feet  over  that  hot  fire  to  cut  ex¬ 
penditures  and  it  behooves  my  good 
friend  if  nothing  else  to  think  of  this — 
if  this  is  the  way  to  cut  a  few  bucks. 

Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KUYKENDALL.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  would  like  to  associate  myself 
with  the  gentleman’s  remarks  and  ask 
those  who  propose  this  amendment  to 
answer  some  questions  which  relate  to 
the  people  who  do  business  with  the 
farmers  like  implement  dealers  and 
banks. 

I  would  like  to  have  the  sponsor  of 
this  amendment  to  tell  me  what  they  are 
going  to  tell  the  bankers  and  implement 
dealers  who  are  depending  on  this  in¬ 
come  from  the  farmers  to  support  the 
contracts  that  have  been  entered  into 
for  the  purchase  of  implements  or  for 
the  repayment  of  loans. 

I  would  also  like  for  the  proponents  of 
this  amendment  to  explain  to  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  what  the  Government 
is  going  to  do  with  regard  to  land  retire¬ 
ment  contracts  outstanding  that  still 
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have  pajonents  due  under  them  which 
call  for  more  than  a  total  of  $10,000  per 
person. 

I  would  also  hke  to  ask  the  supporters 
of  this  amendment  what  they  will  tell 
the  marginal  farmers  who  raise  wheat 
and  need  more  land  for  profitable  opera¬ 
tion  but  who  cannot  acquire  more  land 
for  growing  wheat  more  efficiently  if  the 
total  resulting  payments  would  exceed 
the  $10,000  limit  imposed  by  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

These  questions  must  be  answered,  but 
I  believe  cannot  be  to  the  satisfaction  of 
farmers  throughout  this  land. 

I  oppose  this  amendment. 

Mr.  KUYKENDALL.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  for  his  remarks. 

I  would  like  to  remind  the  Members 
of  this  House  that  it  costs  about  $14,000 
to  buy  a  mechanical  cottonpicker. 

The  gentleman  from  Montana  is  cor¬ 
rect  when  he  points  out  that  only  a  rela¬ 
tively  small  part  of  this  $10,000  will  prob¬ 
ably  be  profit  because  the  world  market 
on  cotton  today  is  about  22  or  23 
cents  a  pound  and  the  support  price  is 
28  cents  per  poimd. 

The  average  cost  to  produce  cotton  is 
24  or  25  cents  per  pound  and  even 
the  most  efficient  producers  today  can 
barely  get  their  cost  down  to  the  world 
market  picture. 

When  the  farmer  receives  this  $10,000 
that  is  supposed  to  make  him  rich,  prob¬ 
ably  only  about  one-third  of  is — that  is 
the  difference  because  the  cost  of  doing 
business,  is  profit. 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  In 
support  of  the  amendment. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  as  the  sponsors 
of  the  “human  renewal  fund”  are  aware, 
I  prepared  and  sent  a  letter  to  them  this 
morning  in  which  I  proposed  a  similar 
amendment  limiting  farm  subsidies.  I 
noted  that  in  a  speech  on  April  3  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Good- 
ell]  pointed  out  that  some  $410  million 
could  be  saved  by  a  limitation  of  $10,000 
per  farm  on  farm  subsidies. 

The  debate  this  afternoon  has  been 
very  illuminating.  We  find  the  farm  bloc 
divided,  and  we  find  some  of  the  spon¬ 
sors  of  the  “human  renewal  fimd”  oppos¬ 
ing  the  amendment  which  I  thought  was 
part  of  their  program. 

We  were  told  that  there  are  now  some 
70  sponsors  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 
I  wonder  how  the  “human  renewal  fund” 
whip  system  is  working.  I  hope  we  will 
see  those  70  Members  on  the  floor  voting 
for  this  amendment  which  they  all  sub¬ 
scribed  to  so  heartily  before. 

At  last  Congress  is  beginning  to  talk 
about  priorities  and  the  deferral  of  non- 
essential  expenditures. 

There  are  any  number  of  areas  in 
which  we  can  defer  nonessential  spend¬ 
ing.  Tomorrow  we  will  have  before  us  the 
NASA  bill  to  authorize  funds  for  the 
space  program.  I  intend  to  offer  some 
suggestions  as  to  where  funds  may  be 
deferred  and  reduced  in  that  program. 

In  listening  to  the  arguments  against 
limiting  farm  subsidies,  I  detected  sup¬ 
port  from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  for 
the  idea  of  a  guaranteed  annual  income. 
I  hope  that  support  will  persist  when 
legislation  for  it  finally  comes  before 
this  House. 


I  should  point  out  that  $10,000  is  a 
substantial  sum  of  money.  Think  of 
what  an  outcry  there  would  be  if  a 
mother  on  welfare  with  a  dozen  children 
in  New  York  were  to  receive  anything 
like  $10,000  in  welfare  payments.  That 
family  would  be  labeled  welfare  chiselers. 
But  when  a  farmer  receives  $100,000  for 
not  growing  who  knows  what,  that  is 
free  enterprise. 

I  think  this  debate  has  been  helpful 
in  putting  things  in  perspective.  I  do 
hope  that,  as  we  look  at  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bills  this  year,  we  will  seek  out  areas 
where  reasonable  reductions  can  be 
made — in  the  space  program,  military 
programs,  the  SST. 

Housing,  education,  antipoverty  and 
other  social  programs  have  been  short¬ 
changed  too  long.  Four  hundred  and  ten 
million  dollars  saved  in  agricultural  sub¬ 
sidies  would  help.  Think  what  half  of 
this  sum  would  mean  to  the  rent  supple¬ 
ment  program.  It  would  increase  the 
fiscal  year  1968  funding  of  rent  supple¬ 
ments  twentyfold. 

Mr.  PRICE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RYAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  PRICE  of  Texas.  I  would  like  to 
point  out  that  perhaps  we  might  over¬ 
look  the  efficiency  that  large  farmers 
have  provided  for  the  benefit  of  the 
American  consumer  in  keeping  food 
costs  down.  Ten  y.ears  ago  the  American 
consumer  was  spending  25  percent  of 
his  disposable  income  for  food.  Today 
he  is  spending  17.7  percent  for  food. 
That  is  because  of  the  efficiency  and  the 
progress  of  the  farmer. 

Another  fact  is  that  today  only  5.4  per¬ 
cent  of  om’  population  lives  on  the  farm, 
and  they  are  providing  the  means  of  in¬ 
come  for  43  percent  of  our  labor  force  in 
this  country.  They  are  directly  depend¬ 
ent  on  agribusiness  for  their  jobs. 
I  think  this  is  a  point  which  we  do  not 
want  to  forget.  Therefore,  there  are  two 
points,  the  cheaper  food  that  is  pro¬ 
vided,  and  the  work  that  is  provided  to 
the  labor  force  that  is  looking  to  agri¬ 
business  for  their  jobs.  So  these  benefits 
are  passed  on  to  the  American  consumer. 

Mr.  RYAN.  Much  has  been  said  about 
the  efficiency  and  productivity  of  the 
farm,  but  I  would  like  to  point  out  that 
there  are  still  thousands  of  people  who 
are  literally  starving.  The  report  recent¬ 
ly  issued  by  the  Citizens  Board  of  Inquiry 
into  Hunger  and  Malnutrition  said  that 
between  10  million  and  14.5  '  million 
Americans  were  seriously  undernour¬ 
ished. 

If  the  consumers  is  spending  a  smaller 
percentage  of  his  income  on  food,  that 
proves  only  that  he  may  be  earning  more 
money  and  allocating  it  for  other  items. 
It  proves  nothing  about  the  absolute  or 
relative  increase  in  the  cost  of  food, 
which  has  been  increasing. 

Mr.  WYDLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RYAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  WYDLER.  Of  course,  I  am  from 
a  suburban  area  of  this  Nation,  but  I 
have  always  felt  that  we  should  help 
our  fellow  American  citizens  in  trying  to 
meet  some  of  their  vei’y  severe  problems. 
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whether  they  live  in  the  cities,  whether 
they  live  in  the  suburbs,  or  whether  they 
live  on  the  farms.  But  it  was  always  my 
understanding  that  this  farm  program 
was  a  program  that  was  designed  to  help 
small  farmers,  and  my  eyes  have  been 
opened  here  today,  as  I  am  glad  they 
were,  to  see  that  probably  this  program 
is  not  really  designed  to  help  the  small 
farmers  at  all.  If  it  is  not,  then  we  need 
a  new  program.  And  I  certainly  support 
this  amendment.  I  think  it  is  rational 
and  reasonable  in  the  present  fiscal 
crisis  in  which  this  Nation  finds  itself, 
and  this  House  should  act  affirmatively 
on  it.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment,  and  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  when  this 
report  was  first  brought  in  by  the  sub¬ 
committee,  I  felt  tha,t  maybe  it  went  too 
far.  But  I  had  appeared  before  the  sub¬ 
committee  and  suggested  to  them  that  I 
would  support  any  cut  that  they  wanted 
to  make  in  the  agricultm’e  budget, 
whether  it  be  5,  10,  15,  or  20  percent,  so 
long  as  they  would  undertake  to  cut 
other  activities  of  the  Government  by  the 
same  percentage,  because  I  recognize 
that  we  must  all  help  cut  the  budget. 
Agriculture  is  not  sacrosanct,  but  agri¬ 
culture  should  not  be  a  whipping  boy, 
nor  should  we  figure  out  some  particular 
phase  of  the  agriculture  program  which 
you  can  make  the  people  at  home  feel 
is  doing  an  injustice. 

This  program  is  maintained  to  balance 
the  supply  and  demand  of  agricultural 
products  and  in  that  way  to  bring  about 
something  like  an  approach  to  a  fair 
price  for  those  products.  We  do  not  have 
to  live  on  a  farm  to  know  that  if  we 
produce  a  half  billion  bushels  more  wheat 
than  there  is  any  demand  for,  the  price 
is  going  to  go  down. 

Our  present  farm  program  is  based 
upon  the  assumption  that  we  will  induce 
a  substantial  amount  of  acreage  to  be 
retired  from  production  of  those  crops 
where  there  is  a  possibility  of  too  much 
production.  We  get  that  reduction  pri¬ 
marily  from  those  who  are  growing  the 
largest  amomits  of  wheat  or  of  cotton 
or  of  any  other  commodity. 

This  is  not  a  relief  program.  It  is  a 
crop  adjustment  program.  In  most  years 
the  effort  is  to  remove  certain  acreage 
from  production.  You  can  only  get  that 
acreage  from  those  who  are  planting  it. 

The  present  program  pays  a  certain 
amoimt  per  acre  to  the  man  who  reduces 
1  acre  and  it  pays  100  times  that  amount 
to  the  man  who  reduces  100  times  as 
many  acres.  It  pays  at  the  same  rate  to 
everybody.  We  think  that  is  a  fair  way, 
and  I  know  that  it  is  the  only  way  we 
can  get  the  substantial  retirement  of 
land  that  is  necessary  to  bring  about 
this  desirable  balance  between  supply 
and  demand. 

The  program  is  not  an  effort  to  give 
anybody  a  guaranteed  income,  nor  it  is 
an  effort  to  establish  any  figure  for  in¬ 
come  winch  a  family  must  have,  but  it 
is  an  effort  to  say  that  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction  will  be  balanced  in  the  United 
States  and  that  we  will,  therefore,  hava 
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a  reasonable  price  without  a  Govern¬ 
ment  subsidy. 

To  the  extent  that  we  do  not  balance 
our  production,  we  are  going  to  increase 
the  amount  of  Government  subsidies. 
That  is  just  how  simple  this  whole  prob¬ 
lem  is.  It  is  a  question  of  whether  we  are 
going  to  pay  out  a  great  deal  more  in 
direct  subsidies  or  whether  we  are  going 
to  try  to  balance  supply  and  demand. 

If  we  are  going  to  balance  supply  and 
demand,  then  we  must  do  it  on  the  basis 
of  getting  the  people  out  of  production 
who  are  producing,  and  those  are  the 
large  producers.  We  cannot  get  a  man  to 
stay  in  this  program  if  we  are  going  to 
take  away  from  him  the  75-cent  wheat 
subsidy  and  make  his  wheat  worth  75 
cents  less  than  some  other  man’s  wheat. 
He  will  not  stay  in  the  program.  He  will 
not  retire  any  land.  What  he  will  do  is 
to  plant  more  wheat.  This  will  result  in 
a  return  to  surpluses  and  a  drop  in  the 
small  grower’s  income.  If  you  upset  this 
supply-and-demand  balance,  the  only 
way  to  maintain  the  income  of  the  small 
producer  is  to  either  pay  him  a  larger 
subsidy  or  to  buy  his  wheat  at  more  than 
the  market  price.  Either  way  the  cost  to 
the  Government  is  increased. 

And  since  this  amendment  covers  all 
kinds  of  payments,  I  think  it  is  clear 
that  it  covers  the  dairy  people  of  Min¬ 
nesota  as  well  as  the  sugar  people  of 
Hawaii. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  the 
distinguished  chairman  whether  he  will 
agree  that,  if  this  amendment  is  adopted, 
the  whole  system  of  supply  and  demand 
which  is  Incorporated  in  the  present  Ag¬ 
ricultural  Act  will  be  a  ruin? 

Mr.  POAGE,  Not  only  will  it  be  de¬ 
stroyed,  but  the  law  itself  provides — and 
that  is  one  reason  why  I  thought  the 
Chair  was  in  error  when  he  ruled  this 
amendment  was  in  order — and  this  pro¬ 
vision  in  Public  Law  89-321  is  foimd  in 
section  402,  section  (d) ,  subsection  12.  It 
provides  that  if  there  is  any  limitation 
placed  upon  these  payments,  we  then 
revert  back  to  the  Act  of  1958,  and  the 
Government  must  buy  the  surplus,  either 
directly  or  through  a  nonrecourse  loan. 

That  is  legislation  and  it  is  not  an  ap¬ 
propriation.  We  feel  that  this  is  a  very 
unfair  way  to  try  to  legislate.  In  this 
connection  I  cannot  but  feel  like  Shake¬ 
speare’s  Caesar  when  I  see  that  the  two 
major  sponsors  of  this  legislation  volun¬ 
tarily  left  the  Agriculture  Committee  to 
go  to  some  other  committees.  They 
should  know  the  problems  of  maintain¬ 
ing  a  farm  program  better  than  most  of 
the  membership.  I  had  hoped  that  they 
would  be  foimd  helping,  not  stabbing,  the 
program  which  has  so  long  supported 
their  people. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to  my  colleagues 
I  hate  to  ask  for  recognition  when  we 
are  trying  to  get  through,  and  when 
there  are  some  others  on  the  committee 
to  whom  I  would  like  to  give  some  time. 

I  do  want  to  mention  two  or  three 
points,  and  I  hope  I  may  have  the  atten¬ 


tion  of  the  membership  on  these  two  or 
three  points  that  are  pertinent — however 
we  feel  about  the  present  farm  program. 

I  questioned  some  of  its  provisions,  be¬ 
cause  I  anticipated  that  what  is  happen¬ 
ing  here  would  happen — that  too  many 
people  would  think  this  was  a  gift  out 
of  the  Treasury.  I  thought  it  would  have 
been  much  better  to  have  had  the  farmer 
assured  a  fair  price  at  the  marketplace 
and  the  consmner  have  to  pay  it,  but  I 
did  not  win  that  argument,  and  we  are 
here  with  this  today. 

I  want  to  talk  about  two  or  three  things 
that  I  think  leave  no  question  that  we 
should  vote  against  this  amendment. 
Whatever  we  might  wish  in  the  future, 
this  amendment  provides  that  we  pro¬ 
hibit  the  use  of  this  money  to  carry  out 
programs  which  means  existing  con¬ 
tracts. 

I  do  not  believe  that  any  Member  here 
wants  to  renege  on  Government  con¬ 
tracts.  The  farmers  have  acted  under 
present  law.  They  have  set  out  to  do  the 
things  required  in  the  law.  The  large 
payments  are  brought  about  because 
they  do  things  in  a  large  way. 

I  have  heard  some  of  my  friends  say 
that  this  ought  to  be  passed  to  look  after 
the  little  farmer.  If  this  is  a  relief  pro¬ 
gram,  we  should  never  have  had  it. 

Six  percent  of  our  people  on  the  farm 
enable  94  percent  of  us  to  do  something 
else.  They  have  been  able  to  do  that  by 
becoming  big  and  by  taking  advantage 
of  the  economies  of  high-priced  machin¬ 
ery. 

Just  as  certain  as  we  put  on  this  limita¬ 
tion  and  cause  the  larger  farms  to  be 
broken  up  into  small  farms,  the  cost  to 
the  American  consumer  will  go  up  25 
percent. 

The  reason  these  payments  are  in  here 
is  because  the  Congress — and  I  am  speak¬ 
ing  for  myself  alone — did  not  have  the 
nerve  to  say  that  the  consumer  should 
pay  a  fair  price  for  what  he  buys  at  the 
marketplace. 

With  these  payments,  farm  income  has 
gone  down  in  6  years  from  8  percent  of 
investment  to  6  percent. 

I  say  to  the  Members,  we  will  do  three 
things  if  this  amendment  is  adopted. 

We  will  renege  on  outstanding  Gov¬ 
ernment  contracts. 

We  will  force  the  breakdown  of  large 
farms,  where  the  average  investment  is 
around  $75,000,  into  small  farms. 

If  any  Member  'oelieves  that  200  mil¬ 
lion  people  can  be  fed  as  well  as  we  are 
doing  today  by  little  farms,  he  had  just  as 
well  suggest  we  start  making  automobile 
manufacturers  limit  their  plants  to  50 
people.  It  is  that  simple. 

I  thought  I  was  right  about  my  point 
of  order.  I  think  so  now.  I  wish  we  could 
have  had  a  reversal  of  the  erroneous 
decision  we  have  faced  for  some  years. 

I  repeat,  we  set  this  up  as  a  corporation 
so  that  it  could  not  be  interferred  with  or 
imduly  restricted,  as  we  would  be  doing 
if  we  vote  for  this  amendment.  We  have 
carefully  protected  it  through  the  years. 

I  lost  that  decision,  but  as  a  practical 
matter  I  ask  the  Members  not  to  renege 
on  Government  contracts  and  not  to  try 
to  feed  200  million  people  with  little 
farms.  Do  not  hit  at  the  one  segment  of 
our  economy  which  has  done  such  a 
marvelous  "job. 


In  this  bill  there  is  only  a  little  less 
than  4  percent  of  the  total  budget.  Of 
that  less  than  4  percent,  60  percent  is 
for  programs  with  consumer  benefits,  in¬ 
cluding  food  stamps,  school  lunches, 
protection  from  diseases,  and  so  on. 

The  American  people  are  getting  the 
best  bargain  they  have  ever  gotten  in 
history. 

I  said,  when  they  started  making  the 
payments  out  of  the  Treasury  instead  of 
letting  the  consumer  pay  for  what  he 
gets,  we  would  be  facing  what  we  face 
today.  It  was  just  as  evident  as  the  nose 
on  my  face.  I  voted  against  the  1965 
agriculture  bill  for  that  reason,  but  it  is 
the  law  and  contracts  have  been  entered 
into. 

I  say  to  my  friends  from  the  cities,  do 
not  raise  the  cost  of  living  for  your  peo¬ 
ple  by  trying  to  force  the  American 
farmer  to  feed  them  with  little  farms.  It 
cannot  be  done. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chahman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  not  propose  that 
the  farms  be  broken  up  into  small  farms. 

Let  us  go  back  historically.  I  believe 
the  farm  program  was  started  some  30 
or  40  years  ago  under  the  McNary- 
Haugen  plan.  This  was  originally  a  re¬ 
lief  plan  for  the  small  farmers.  Then 
what  happened?  As  time  went  on,  these 
small  farmers  foimd  that  the  only  way 
they  could  produce  acceptably  would  be 
for  the  small  farms  gradually  to  be  in¬ 
creased  in  size,  so  that  large  organiza¬ 
tions  would  be  enabled  to  produce  cheap¬ 
er  than  the  small  farms. 

I  do  not  see  why  these  large  commer¬ 
cial  farmers  should  be  the  darling  of  this 
legislature.  It  would  seem  to  me  that  if 
there  is  to  be  any  assistance  given  it 
should  be  given  solely  to  the  small  farm¬ 
ers.  If  we  are  going  to  subsidize  the 
large  commercial  farmers,  then  why  do 
we  not  subsidize  United  States  Steel? 
Why  do  we  not  subsidize  the  large  cop¬ 
per  companies  and  the  oil  companies? 
They  do  business  on  the  basis  of  supply 
and  demand,  and  it  is  on  the  basis  of 
supply  and  demand,  I  believe,  that  the 
farmers  can  succeed. 

So  far  as  these  small  farmers  are  con¬ 
cerned,  I  am  satisfied  to  subsidize  them 
just  as  we  subsidize  the  poor,  the  impov¬ 
erished,  the  uneducated,  and  those  peo¬ 
ple  who  cannot  find  jobs  or  food.  Why 
do  we  come  here  and  seek  to  reduce  these 
subsidies  to  the  large  farmer?  It  is  be¬ 
cause  we  are  in  a  bind;  money  is  short 
and  if  we  must  cut  budgets  here  is  a 
good  place  to  start.  We  have  marches 
and  we  have  hot  summers.  We  have  to 
find  some  means  whereby  we  can  ob¬ 
tain  funds  in  order  to  take  care  of  these 
poor  individuals  In  the  large  cities  who 
are  not  able  to  find  housing  or  find 
homes  or  find  food. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  satisfied  to  sub¬ 
sidize  the  small  farmers,  as  I  said,  but 
not  the  large  commercial  farmer  who 
can  take  care  of  himself.  The  cost  of  food 
is  being  decreased  not  because  of  the 
fact  that  we  subsidize  these  large  fann¬ 
ers  so  much  but  because  they  have  im¬ 
proved  their  farms  and  farming  tech¬ 
niques  to  a  degree  where  they  are  able  to 
produce  and  sell  at  a  low  price.  It  is 
only  because  they  have  these  large  farms 
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that  they  are  able  to  produce  at  a  price 
where  they  can  compete  throughout  the 
entire  world  in  the  same  way  that  the 
large  industrial  concerns  can  compete 
and  take  care  of  themselves.  In  just  the 
same  way  om:  larger  faimiers  will  be  able 
to  do  the  same. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  let  us  go  along 
with  this  amendment  and  in  that  fash¬ 
ion  take  care  of  those  who  should  be 
taken  care  of.  The  large  farmers,  in  my 
opinion,  will  be  able  to  take  care  of  them¬ 
selves. 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  JOELSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was 
under  the  impression  that  the  subsidy 
program  is  for  the  purpose  of  keeping 
farmers  on  the  soil  in  order  to  produce 
the  food  and  the  fiber  that  this  coimtry 
needs.  I  understand  that  we  also  have  a 
subsidy  for  tobacco  farmers.  I  cannot  for 
the  life  of  me  understand  why  it  is  nec¬ 
essary  for  our  taxpayers  to  subsidize  a 
crop  that  is  probably  very  dangerous  to 
the  health  of  the  American  people.  I  just 
hope  that  next  year  we  are  not  asked  to 
subsidize  the  marihuana  crop.  I  hope  in¬ 
stead  of  spending  money  to  grow  some¬ 
thing  that  is  damaging  to  the  health  of 
the  people  that  we  spend  more  money  for 
research  and  for  health  to  protect  the 
people  of  this  country.  I  see  no  justifi¬ 
cation  for  a  subsidy  for  tobacco. 

I  might  add  that  although  I  strongly 
support  many  provisions  of  the  pending 
bill,  I  deeply  regret  that  such  fine  pro¬ 
grams  as  school  limch  and  food  stamp 
are  tied  into  the  overly  loaded  and  very 
questionable  subsidy  program  which  is 
not  justified. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  op¬ 
position  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  one  who  has  voted 
for  a  lot  of  programs  like  rent  supple¬ 
ments  and  educational  programs  and  a 
variety  of  others  that  I  have  heard  men¬ 
tioned  here,  let  me  say  that  I  have  never 
felt  that  the  farmer  in  this  country 
basically  was  being  subsidized.  I  will  tell 
you  who  is  being  subsidized  in  this  pro¬ 
gram.  It  is  the  consumer.  It  is  the  con¬ 
sumer  and  every  other  American  who 
goes  to  the  table  three  times  a  day  to 
eat  or  who  buys  food  and  clothing  to 
take  care  of  himself  and  his  family. 
These  are  the  people  who  are  being  sub¬ 
sidized.  We  are  subsidizing  ourselves.  All 
the  present  farm  program  is  doing — sure 
it  has  its  weak  spots — is  providing  for  an 
equitable  and  fair  way  to  balance  supply 
and  demand  in  American  agriculture 
which  has  produced  the  best  bargain  in 
foods  and  fibers  in  the  history  of  the 
world.  The  American  people  are  the  best 
fed  people  on  the  face  of  the  earth,  at 
the  lowest  cost  of  any  place  on  earth.  It 
takes  the  least  number  of  minutes  of 
labor  to  buy  the  food  to  feed  a  family 
in  America  of  any  place  in  the  world.  I 
just  get  a  little  fed  up  with  this  hue  and 
cry  from  some  of  my  friends  about  how 
they  are  going  to  cut  the  cost  of  this  pro- 
'rram  by  putting  some  ceiling  on.  I  think 
it  is  a  completely  fictitious  thing  in  the 
first  place  to  put  a  ceiling  on  payments 
to  farmers  and  then  take  that  vast 


amount  of  money  which  theoretically 
they  think  they  are  going  to  save  and 
put  it  into  rent  supplements  or  put  it 
into  model  cities.  I  supported  model 
cities  and  I  supported  rent  supplements, 
and  I  may  say  a  great  many  of  us  around 
here  have. 

But,  let  me  say  to  you  that  the  ap¬ 
proach  proposed  by  my  good  friend  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Findley] 
in  offering  his  amendment  will  destroy 
the  present  farm  program  in  America. 
I  was  very  interested  in  the  comments  of 
my  good  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Mirmesota  [Mr.  Quie]  and  I  would  like 
to  have  his  attention  and  I  shall  be  glad 
to  yield  to  the  gentleman  for  the  purpose 
of  answering  this  question — what  effect 
would  the  price  of  wheat  have  upon  the 
cost  of  a  loaf  of  bread  if  this  amend¬ 
ment  succeeds,  in  line  with  the  existing 
law?  Would  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  comment  on  that? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  might  say  to  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Sisk],  that  he  knows - 

Mr.  SISK.  Can  the  gentleman  give  me 
an  answer  to  that  question? 

Mr.  QUIE.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield 
further,  if  this  amendment  is  adopted 
and  if  this  limitation  goes  into  effect  he 
knows  that  would  then  go  back  to  the 
old  “snapback”  provision  or  the  1958 
act. 

Mr.  SISK.  Does  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  have  any  idea  what  the  ef¬ 
fort  will  be  on  the  price  of  wheat  and  on 
a  loaf  of  bread? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  will  say  in  response  to  the 
question  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  as  the  gentleman  knows  it  would 
be  hard  to  tell.  The  14,500  who  get  be¬ 
tween  $10,000  and  $15,000,  would  they 
have  any  part  of  the  program?  If  they 
did  that  they  would  not  affect  the  pro¬ 
gram.  Then,  you  only  have  another 
15,000  farmers.  So,  what  effect  would 
they  have  on  the  market  without  the 
guarantee  of  a  price  level?  They  then 
would  look  for  something  else  to  raise. 

Mr.  SISK.  Let  me  say  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Quie]  that  he  has  a  lot  of 
infoi-mation  contained  in  his  book  and 
I  am  sure  he  is  completely  honest  in 
his  statement.  I,  however,  am  not  famil¬ 
iar  with  the  figure.  I  do  know  what  did 
happen  to  agriculture  in  California. 

Mr.  Chaii*man,  on  occasion  I  become 
quite  amused  about  the  statistics ,  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Record  and  about"  what 
these  farmers  are  receiving.  I  have  found 
certain  figures  which  are  released  as 
though  they  are  “payments  to  farmers’’ 
when  actually  they  are  loans  which  are 
paid  back  with  interest. 

So,  in  the  final  analysis  they  did  not 
get  a  single  dime,  but  pay  a  profit  on  the 
money  because  they  have  to  figure  that 
cost  of  the  money  when  they  borrow  it. 

Mr.  QUIE.  This  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  loans.  It  would  not  put  any  limita¬ 
tion  on  the  loans  that  a  farmer  applies 
for  and  that  program  would  proceed. 

Mr.  SISK.  This  is  only  a  limitation  on 
the  direct  payment  program — the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  making  a  direct  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  farmers.  All  I  am  saying  is 
basically  agriculture  has  done  a  poor 
job  of  public  relations  in  that  the  con¬ 
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sumer  is  the  one  that  Is  being  subsidized 
and  not  the  farmer.  All  of  this  is  mak¬ 
ing  it  possible  for  us  to  met  the  supply 
and  demand. 

Mr.  (Chairman,  I  hope  this  amendment 
is  defeated. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  pressure  procedure  and  legislative 
legerdemain  that  makes  us  consider 
this  appropriation  bill  today,  while  the 
legislative  committee  is  currently  con¬ 
sidering  a  new  farm  bill,  or  extensions. 
It  is  utterly  paradoxical  that  we  now  de¬ 
bate  so  long  and  well,  an  amendment  to 
cut  down  commercial  large  farm  subsi¬ 
dies  of  our  $10,000  in  an  effort  to  sup¬ 
port  the  small  family  farm — when  there 
is  a  better  way  as  presented  this  very 
morning  to  our  distinguished  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture. 

H.R.  10742  would  subsidize  for  re¬ 
storing  the  soil  and  proper  manage¬ 
ment  of  soil,  plant  food,  and  water.  It 
would  eliminate  surpluses,  not  cause 
them.  It  would  be  voluntary,  not  coer¬ 
cive  or  controlled.  It  would  apply  to  all 
locations  and  types  of  farming.  It  would 
reward  the  poor-soil  small  farmer,  not 
the  large  ones  with  all  advantages.  It 
would  create  restored  soil  in  ready  re¬ 
serve  for  the  Government  to  call  into 
production  in  any  emergency  and  not 
idle  acres  to  leach  and  erode  in  sprouts. 
It  would  allow  the  small  farmer  to  im¬ 
prove  his  land  to  the  point  where  he 
could  fractionally — or  as  a  whole — get 
his  entire  production  on  the  market  to 
his  advantage. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  summary  this  pro¬ 
vides  a  second  market  subsidy  for  soil 
and  water  restoration.  We  should  spend 
the  public  moneys  in  this  direction  for 
future  generations  and  not  continue  to 
mine  our  soil — a  basic  endowed  resource 
of  the  United  States — on  the  basis  of 
seven  parts  removed  for  every  two  parts 
restored.  I  include  my  testimony  and 
bill  analysis  of  this  morning  and  com¬ 
mend  reading  those  hearings  studiously 
for  further  details  by  a  master  farmer, 
agronomist,  and  conservationist — Mr. 
E.  M.  “Gene”  Poirot,  of  Golden  City,  Mo., 
a  member  of  the  Seventh  Congressional 
District  of  Missouri  Farm  AdvisoiT 
Council  who  has  produced  profitably,  re¬ 
stored  a  wornout  farm  and  proved  his 
point. 

It  can  be  done,  and  we  should  get  at 
this  basic  and  simple  approach.  Then, 
Mr.  Chairman,  such  amendments  would 
no  longer  be  in  need  of  consideration. 

I  think  there  is  general  agreement  to¬ 
day  that  what  was  once  called  farming, 
and  is  now  known  in  its  broader  term 
as  “agribusiness”  is  in  trouble.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  a  national  magazine  report,  some¬ 
where  in  AmeriCw  this  year,  or  next,  when 
a  farmer  calls  in  an  auctioneer  and  sells 
out,  the  total  number  of  U.S.  farms  will 
fall  below  3  million.  I  watch  dispersal  sale 
notices  closely.  Only  8  years  ago,  there 
were  4  million  farms.  One-fourth  of  the 
farms  in  the  Nation  have  disappeared  in 
less  than  a  decade.  The  reasons  are  well 
known,  and  a  few  statistics  come  to  mind. 

Farm  prices  are  down  5  percent  from 
18  months  ago.  Farm  costs  are  up.  Farm 
debt  is  climbing  fast.  Farmers  buy  $5.3 
billion  worth  of  equipment  yearly,  and 
the  $256  billion  in  land,  building,  and 
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equipment  that  comprise  farm  assets  are 
yielding  a  poor  return.  It  was  said  in  the 
1930’s  that  the  depression  began  on  the 
farm.  Today’s  agriculture  is  still  big  busi¬ 
ness,  but  inflation  coupled  with  an  un¬ 
satisfactory  farm  policy  may  well  start 
another  general  downturn  for  U.S.  busi¬ 
ness,  if  the  farm  fiscal  burden  becomes 
too  great. 

Today,  many  farmers  are  living  off  the 
inflated  value  of  their  land.  When  debts 
pUe  up,  they  get  a  bigger  mortgage,  pay 
more  interest,  go  deeper  in  debt,  and  fi¬ 
nally  some  of  them  are  forced  to  give  up. 

Everyone  has  his  ideas  on  how  to  solve 
the  farm  problem,  and  I  know  how  long 
and  hard  the  distinguished  members  of 
this  committee  have  struggled  to  develop 
sormd  farm  policies  that  benefit  the  Na¬ 
tion  and  the  farmer.  The  solutions  range 
from  getting  the  Government  completely 
out  of  farming,  to  assuming  more  and 
more  controls.  I  believe  that  the  answer 
lies  in  a  new  direction  and  toward  that 
end  have  again  introduced,  in  the  90th 
Congress,  a  bill — ^H.R.  10742 — ^whose  title 
describes  the  basic  thrust  of  the  legisla¬ 
tion — the  cropland  and  water  restoration 
bill.  Soil  and  water  restoration,  and  the 
incentive  to  accomplish  both  so  as  to 
provide  a  realistic  profit  margin  for  the 
farmer,  are  what  this  bill  is  all  about. 
The  bill  has  been  revised  and  updated 
with  the  help  of  the  General  Coimsel  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  from  the 
original  bill — H.R.  7164 — introduced  in 
the  89th  Congress.  I  am  not  here  to  argue 
in  any  way  against  the  omnibus  farm 
bill,  but  rather  to  suggest  that  there  is  a 
better  way  to  meet  the  farm  challenge, 
based  on  concepts  which  any  farmer  can 
understand  and  on  concepts  which  if 
properly  explained  to  the  public  will  erase 
being  paid  not  to  grow  food  and  fiber. 

It  is  not  the  farmer  on  top  quality  land, 
with  adequate  water,  in  close  proximity 
to  markets,  with  sufficient  capital,  who 
is  in  trouble  today.  It  is  the  farmer  on 
marginal  land — thin  soil — with  the  ever¬ 
present  threat  of  inadequate  rainfall, 
with  little  capital  and  no  margin  for 
error,  and  no  control  of  the  market  forces 
who  is  in  real  trouble.  Yet,  this  is  the 
same  man  who  under  the  farm  policy  of 
the  past  two  decades  or  more,  receives 
the  least  Federal  assistance,  while  the 
man  who  already  has  everything  going 
for  him — including  rich  soil — benefits 
the  most  from  present  farm  program 
outlays. 

In  gaining  acceptance  for  a  new  or 
novel  approach,  however  simple  the  basic 
principle  on  which  it  rests,  there  must 
first  be  agreement  on  basic  facts: 

First.  Farmers  are  a  minority  repre¬ 
senting  only  slightly  more  than  3  percent 
of  our  population.  The  only  time  the 
vast  majority  of  our  population  ever 
sees  a  farm,  anymore,  is  when  they  are 
traveling  from  one  city  to  another.  Con¬ 
sequently,  few  understand  their  prob¬ 
lems.  Many  consider  farmers  expendable 
and  without  knowing  better,  oppose  leg¬ 
islation  enacted  to  directly  benefit  farm¬ 
ers. 

Second.  Cropland  soil,  its  plant  food, 
and  the  water  necessary  to  make  crops 
grow,  are  not  expendable.  If  these  die  or 
disappear,  the  rest  of  the  population 
cannot  be  sustained,  and  some  will  also 
die  until  these  basic  elements  are 


brought  back  into  balance  with  human 
need.  That  is  nature’s  law.  The  end  prod¬ 
uct  of  the  farm  program  is  human 
bodies  in  nature’s  balance  of  power. 

Third.  My  proposal  is  for  soil  and 
water  restoration.  It  is  intended  to  bene¬ 
fit  all  people,  but  especially  farmers  who 
own  the  land,  and  the  water  that  falls 
and  can  be  retained  on  it.  Farmers  are 
the  only  people  who  can  accomplish  soil 
and  water  restoration.  They  must  be  the 
first  and  most  enthusiastic  cooperators. 

A  basic  premise  of  my  bill  is  that  the 
cost  of  doing  soil  and  water  restoration 
is  a  cost  of  producing  food.  It  must  be 
paid  by  the  consumer  either  directly  at 
the  store,  or  indirectly  through  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  which  is  all  the  people.  It  must 
result  in  voluntary  and  honorable  profit 
to  the  farmer.  He  must  be  consulted  and 
respond  with  his  expertise. 

The  basic  approach  is  to  offer  farmers 
a  second  market  by  the  opportunity  to 
shift  a  percentage  of  cropland  to  the 
production  of  a  suitable  cover  crop  for 
his  particular  region,  such  as  sweet  clo¬ 
ver,  plowed  under,  with  the  Government 
paying  a  fair  price  per  dry  weight  ton, 
and  with  the  farmer  free  to  choose  be¬ 
tween  this  market  or  the  consumer  mar¬ 
ket  for  food  and  fiber  he  would  otherwise 
grow. 

Assuming  that  this  basic  approach,  the 
offering  of  a  second  market  for  restora¬ 
tion  replaces  the  basic  farm  subsidy  pro¬ 
gram  we  have  today,  here  are  the  im¬ 
mediate  consequences: 

The '  Government  is  now  out,  entirely 
out,  of  the  farming  business,  and  in  the 
business  of  restoration  and  protection  of 
vital  food  producing  resources,  soil  and 
water — title  of  farm  bill. 

Supply  and  demand,  cooperative  buy¬ 
ing  and  selling,  even  collective  bargain¬ 
ing,  and  all  other  various  farm  organiza¬ 
tion  objectives  are  not  interfered  with. 
All  of  them  can  continue,  but  only  above 
the  fair  parity  of  income  price  set  by 
the  second  market. 

This  second  market  says  to  the  farm¬ 
er,  the  Government  will  buy  from  you : 

First.  An  increased  productive  capacity 
for  acres  you  designate,  so  that  your  per- 
bushel  costs  will  be  lowered  for  the  next 
crop,  and  abundance  will  be  supplied  for 
the  consumer  at  a  reasonable  cost. 

Second.  When  in  your  opinion,  that 
land  is  not  needed  for  crop  production, 
vmder  local  conditions  of  price,  costs,  and 
3deld. 

’Third.  This  second  market  buys  from 
you  at  a  fair  parity  price,  below  which, 
you  need  not  produce  food  or  fiber  for 
anyone. 

Fourth.  It  buys  a  suitable  crop  desig¬ 
nated  by  the  science  of  agriculture,  for 
the  best  land  use.  It  may  be  for  better 
food  and  fiber,  wildlife,  recreation,  land 
beautification,  preservation  of  virgin 
land,  and  so  forth.  In  any  case,  for  the 
first  time  in  agriculture  policy  history, 
the  reward  is  for  the  scientific  use  and 
development  of  our  resources,  in  place 
of  a  payment  for  bushels.  It  will  pre¬ 
serve  for,  and  reward  future  generations 
instead  of  “diming  their  soil,’’  and  thus 
robbing  them. 

Fifth.  The  second  market  buys  esti¬ 
mated  tons  per  acre  plowed  imder, 
which  calls  for  returning  soil  minerals, 
inoculation  of  the  seed,  and  growing  the 


crop  alone  for  1  year  to  enrich  land  ac¬ 
cording  to  science.  The  more  you  grow, 
the  greater  your  reward,  regardless  of 
the  richness  of  your  acres  or  the  history 
of  its  past  production. 

For  the  first  time,  under  this  concept, 
we  would  place  a  minimum  price  on 
something  which  cannot  become  a  sur¬ 
plus. 

Individual  farmers  would  determine 
when  the  price-cost  squeeze  hits  them, 
and  the  exact  acres  causing  the  trouble. 

By  taking  those  acres  out  of  produc¬ 
tion,  and  putting  them  into  a  “restora¬ 
tion  bank,’’  they  remove  the  surplus  they 
know  exists  because  of  cost,  price,  and 
Sdeld. 

The  results  for  the  Nation  as  a  whole 
are: 

First.  Surplus  control  is  done  by  farm¬ 
ers,  voluntarily. 

Second.  Abundance  is  assured  in 
steady  nutritious  supply  at  a  reasonable 
price  for  the  consumer. 

Third.  Net  profit  for  the  farmer  is  as¬ 
sured  at  or  above  the  parity  of  income 
level. 

Fourth.  Above  that  level,  the  consumer 
regulates  the  price  by  his  demands. 

Fifth.  At  that  level,  the  farmer  regu¬ 
lates  the  price  of  what  he  buys  by  his 
demand  and/or  options. 

Sixth.  The  Nation  is  assured  of  a  per¬ 
manent  ixrtential  in  case  of  emergencies 
for  the  production  of  food  and  fiber  by 
a  constant  program  of  soil  and  water 
restoration. 

A  summary  of  H.R.  10742  follows: 

Summary  op  H.R.  10742 
[Pictures  and  charts  referred  to  not  included 
in  Record] 

This  bill  provides :  ( 1 )  A  government  mark¬ 
et  for  (2)  Buying  at  an  effective  price,  meas¬ 
urable  results  of  soil  and  water  conservation 
known  to  be  of  great  value  to  (3)  The 
farmer — the  rural  community — the  con¬ 
sumer. 

The  bill  is  activated  by  providing: 

1.  A  second  Market  comi>eting  with  the 
first,  or  Consumer  market  on  a  supply  and 
demand  basis.  The  consumer  market  buys 
the  products  resulting  from  resource  exploi¬ 
tation.  The  government  market  buys  prod¬ 
ucts  proving  resource  restoration. 

2.  The  government  buys  at  prices  high 
enough  to  caxise  effective  results  in  holding 
and  increasing  our  potential  to  produce  agri¬ 
culture  products. 

3.  Tons  (to  prove  the  degree  or  amount 
of  value  accomplished) . 

4.  A  suitable  crop  named  by  science  (to 
prove  the  kind  of  value  accomplished). 

5.  Growing  alone  for  one  year  or  more  (to 
provide  surpliis  control  above  the  level  deter¬ 
mined  in  the  second  market.) 

6.  On  any  number  of  acres  (to  assure 
abundance  for  the  consumer  by  a  rapid  ad¬ 
justment  of  supplies  to  his  demand  without 
causing  a  price  depressing  surplus  or  a  short 
supply  of  products.) 

The  Bill  is  Not  in  conflict  with  the  Objec¬ 
tives  of  Farm  Organizations  or  with  the  Free 
Functioning  of  Supply  and  Demand  Eco¬ 
nomics. 

Collective  bargaining,  supply  and  demand. 
Co-op  buying,  processing  and  selling  the 
finished  product  are  in  no  way  affected  by 
the  bill  except  that  these  activities  must  take 
place  above  the  price  offered  by  the  second 
market.  “Cost  of  Production”,  “fair  price”, 
‘“parity  of  income”,  are  all  determined  by 
the  fanner  in  his  acceptance  or  rejection  of 
offers  made  by  the  second  market.  The  ‘“free¬ 
dom”  offered  him  is  on  an  Individual  basis, 
not  determined  by  the  vote  of  other  farmers 
or  the  price-squeeze  of  the  market  buying 
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his  products.  He  Is  offered  the  freedom  of 
farming  or  not  farming  above  a  price  floor 
levei  determined  by  the  second  market  and 
below  which  he  need  not  produce  agricultural 
products. 

THIS  BILL  IS  NOT  A  RELIEF  MEASURE 

It  at  once  takes  the  government  out  of  the 
farming  business  in  attempting  to  give  relief 
to  individual  farmers.  In  place  of  this  the 
government  is  put  into  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation  business  which  is  of  vital  impor¬ 
tance  to  ail  of  our  people.  Since  farmers 
represent  only  about  three  percent  of  our 
population  they  could  be  considered  as  ex¬ 
pendable  but  the  food  they  grow,  the  soil 
they  use,  and  the  water  required  in  agri¬ 
cultural  production  are  not  expendable. 

Headlines  saying,  “All  farmers  died  last 
night”  should  affect  only  3  percent  of  our 
population  and  perhaps  could  be  forgotten 
in  a  few  days. 

Headlines  saying,  “There  is  no  more  food,” 
or  “the  soil  is  radio  active  and  its  products 
are  poisonous,”  or  “rainfall  is  no  longer  fit 
for  growing  crops,”  would  cause  wide  uncon¬ 
trolled  panic  because  the  effects  would  be 
disastrous  to  all  of  our  peeople. 

Food  or  the  soil  and  water  producing  it  are 
not  expendable,  therefore,  the  second  market 
buys  something  of  great  and  Important  value 
to  all  of  our  people. 

The  First  Set  of  Pictures  of  Proof  of  these 
Important  Values  to  all  People  as  shown  by 
the  Resulting — 

1.  Good  health.  Abundance,  good  food,  rea¬ 
sonable  price. 

2.  Preserving  and  increasing  the  potential 
for  producing  these  values  now  and  in  com¬ 
ing  generations. 

3.  A  price  floor  for  farm  production  deter¬ 
mined  by  supply  and  demand  which  con¬ 
siders  the  cost  of  returning  to  the  soil  the 
plant  foods  we  use  and  waste,  holding  the 
water  available  for  plant  growth  and  pre¬ 
venting  erosion  from  destroying  the  soil  body 
as  cost  items  in  agricultural  production. 

4.  A  continuous  growth  in  the  economy  of 
the  rural  community. 

5.  A  control  of  unwanted  surplus  produc¬ 
tion  yet  a  continuous  flow  to  supply  con¬ 
sumer  demand. 

6.  The  control  of  the  rapid  flow  of  poverty 
stricken  farmers  to  the  cities. 

7.  An  elimination  of  products  produced  at 
a  loss  by  farmers  or  produced  with  the  aid 
of  government  subsidies  both  of  which  cause 
the  successful  farmer  unfair  competition  in 
the  market  place. 

The  Next  Group  of  Pictures  will  Show  the 
Second  Market  at  Work  to  Bring  About  the 
Values  of  Soil  Restoration  and  Water  Con¬ 
servation  on  a  National  Basis. 

The  chart  shows  5  acres  as  a  fractional  part 
of  a  farm  in  which  one  acre  represents  20  per¬ 
cent  of  our  cropland.  On  a  national  basis  this 
is  equal  to  about  60  million  acres  generally 
considered  as  surplus  land  under  present 
conditions.  Corn  is  used  as  the  crop  because 
of  its  present  low  price  and  high  production 
cost.  It  therefore  represents  an  impressive 
picture  of  our  farm  problem.  The  figures  in 
this  chart  are  very  conservative.  The  costs 
for  producing  the  corn  are  quite  low.  The 
yields  are  near  the  national  average.  The  fig¬ 
ure  of  $25.00  per  dry  weight  ton  for  the 
suitable  crop  which  is  sweet  clover  may  be 
too  low.  The  cost  of  soil  restoration  for  sweet 
clover  is  relatively  high. 

These  adverse  figures  are  deliberately  used 
to  show  the  effective  way  the  second  market 
can  solve  our  farm  problem.  In  addition  the 
chart  shows  that  the  present  price  cost 
squeeze  is  not  relieved  during  the  next  five 
years  since  we  are  maintaining  the  price  of 
corn  at  $1.00  per  bushel  and  the  cost  of  pro¬ 
ducing  it  at  the  same  figure  throughout  the 
period. 

In  addition  we  will  expect  this  farmer 
to  control  the  surplus  as  it  exists  on 
his  farm,  double  his  net  profit  in  four 


years  and  maintain  that  high  level  of  net 
profit  after  the  fifth  year  while  actually  re¬ 
ducing  the  surplus  if  need  be  by  40  percent 
more  than  double  the  reduction  he  made  to 
begin  with. 

Any  crop  other  than  corn,  any  kind  of  live¬ 
stock,  or  livestock  producte  can  be  used  in 
this  example.  Any  figures  that  apply  to  any 
individual  farm  can  be  substituted  for  the 
figures  used  here.  Regardless  of  what  they 
may  be  they  will  show  that  the  farmer  will 
follow  any  one  of  three  different  courses: 

1.  If  the  figures  show  a  high  net  profit,  at 
least  higher  than  that  offered  by  the  Second 
Market,  the  farmer  will  not  be  interested  in 
this  program.  He  has  no  farm  problem. 

2.  If  the  figures  show  as  they  do  in  this 
example,  that  the  farmer  is  in  trouble,  he 
will  use  the  second  market  perhaps  devoting 
50  or  100  percent  of  his  cropland  to  its  offer. 

3.  If  the  figures  show  an  Impossible  situa¬ 
tion  for  producing  a  crop  proving  soil  and 
water  restoration  the  farmer  will  leave  his 
land.  He,  however,  does  so  because  the  sci¬ 
ence  of  agriculture  as  taught  by  his  County 
Agent  and  University  says  the  task  is  near 
impKJssible,  and  his  banker  or  the  Farm  Home 
Administrator  will  tell  him  it  is  an  unsound 
economic  venture.  In  any  of  these  cases  he 
will  be  leaving  the  farm  without  first  be¬ 
coming  a  pauper  by  losing  all  of  his  savings 
and  a  good  part  of  his  life  time. 

SUMMARIZING 

In  summarizing  the  favorable  effects  of  the 
Second  Market  as  shown  by  this  table,  we 
can  say  that: 

1.  The  price  of  food  and  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts  has  not  been  Increased  for  the  con¬ 
sumer. 

2.  The  consumer  has  not  been  asked  to 
reduce  the  price  of  the  products  and  serv¬ 
ices  he  sells  to  the  farmer. 

3.  The  farmer  has  been  kept  on  the  land 
doing  something  of  great  value  for  all  of  our 
people  rather  than  appearing  as  a  relief 
client  in  some  city. 

4.  The  taxpayer  supplying  the  money  has 
bought  something  of  Important  value  for  his 
immediate  needs  and  those  of  his  children. 

5.  The  farmer  can  now  Increase  his  pro¬ 
duction  by  eleven  percent  more  than  he  could 
produce  5  years  before  (if  the  consumer 
wants  it)  or  he  can  reduce  his  production 
by  forty  percent  and  still  make  twice  as 
much  net  profit  as  he  could  five  years  before. 

6.  This  farmer  is  withholding  the  com 
from  the  market  that  he  produced  without 
profit,  is  not  offering  price  depressing  com¬ 
petition  to  those  farmers  still  producing  at 
a  profit. 

7.  What  has  been  done  in  this  example  has 
actually  Improved  the  economy  of  the  rural 
community  in  which  the  farm  is  located. 
The  land  devoted  to  the  suitable  crop  re¬ 
quired  materials  and  services  furnished  by 
the  rural  community.  In  addition  the  extra 
net  profit  represents  actual  new  wealth  for 
the  rural  community. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  20  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Waggonner], 

(Mr.  WAGGONNER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  have  been  a  nmnber  of  logical  and 
eloquent  statements  made  in  opposition 
to  this  proposed  amendment,  but  the 
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most  important  statement  of  all  was 
made  by  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  when  he  said  the 
Government  would  be  reneging  on  its 
commitments  and  contracts  already  en¬ 
tered  into.  The  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Sisk]  made  another  very 
telling  and  substantial  statement  when 
he  said  that  those  who  are  really  being 
subsidized  by  this  farm  program  are  not 
the  farmers  liut  the  consumers,  and  that 
is  exactly  so.  Surely,  most  of  you  re¬ 
member  the  bread  tax  argument  when 
we  considered  the  Agriculture  Act  in 
1965. 

The  purpose  of  an  appropriation  bill 
is  to  appropriate  up  to  the  amoimt  of 
money  that  some  piece  of  legislation 
might  authorize.  We  had  and  passed  in 
1965  an  agricultural  act  which  author¬ 
ized  these  subsidy  payments  under  cer¬ 
tain  conditions,  and  here  now,  in  this 
appropriation  bill  we  are  proposing  to 
amend  that  act  by  saying  to  those  people 
to  whom  we  have  made  commitments 
that  we  are  not  going  to  live  up  to  our 
contracts  we  have  already  made. 

The  farmers  this  year  have  already 
planted  crops,  they  have  borrowed 
money  to  finance  their  operations,  and 
if  we  renege  on  that  contract  how  on 
earth,  will  you  tell  me,  are  these  people 
going  to  fulfill  their  obligations  which 
we  have  caused  them  to  enter  into,  and 
to  become  a  party  to? 

Gentlemen,  the  place  to  legislate  is 
when  we  do  something  about  renewing 
or  revising  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1965, 
and  not  in  this  appropriation  bill. 

Are  we  going  to  renege  on  every  other 
contract,  or  every  other  piece  of  legisla¬ 
tion,  whether  it  has  to  do  with  model 
cities,  with  rent  supplements,  with  edu¬ 
cation,  with  highway  construction,  with 
defense  contracts,  or  whatever  other 
programs  we  might  become  party  to,  if 
we  do  it  in  this  instance?  It  would  make 
as  much  sense  and  if  we  do  any  con¬ 
tract  should  we  subject  to  renegotiation. 

The  big-city  boys  say  “do  not  let  the 
big  farmer  have  help,  (jrovemment  pro¬ 
grams  are  for  the  little  man”  yet  they 
stand  here,  pleading  day  in  and  day  out, 
for  more  assistance  for  big  cities  because 
they  have  more  people  who  need  help. 
Their  cities  they  say  are  bigger.  They 
say  they  oppose  “guarantees”  yet  they 
support  minimum  wages  and  most  of 
them  I’m  sure  will  support  the  so-called 
“guaranteed  annual  wage.’’  Ti-y  being 
fair  and  consistent. 

The  problem  of  cotton  is  still  one  of 
what  to  do  about  the  sui-plus.  In  all  hon¬ 
esty  do  not  destroy  the  one  tool  we  have 
in  this  fashion  to  deal  with  surpluses.  Re¬ 
peal  or  revise  the  basic  law  if  you  will 
but  do  not  renege  on  your  contract  by 
legislating  on  an  appropriation  bill.  Vote 
this  amendment  down. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  has  expired. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Scherle]  . 

(Mr.  SCHERLE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  an 
actual  dirt  farmer  I  oppose  this  amend¬ 
ment. 
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I  believe  that  this  amendment  is 
penny-wise  and  pound-foolish,  for  the 
simple  reason  that  our  problem  today  in 
agriculture  is  surplus,  and  who  creates 
the  surplus,  if  I  may  ask?  It  is  not  the 
small  farmer,  it  is  the  large  farmer. 

If  we  are  going  to  pay  support  prices 
to  agriculture,  then  it  is  far  better  to 
pay  not  to  produce  than  it  is  to  pay  to 
overproduce,  and  then  pay  storage  costs 
on  top  of  that. 

The  httle  farmer  today  has  a  diver¬ 
sified  operation.  The  little  farmer  today, 
particularly  in  the  fields  of  grain  and 
livestock,  uses  all  the  grain  that  he  pro¬ 
duces  for  feed.  The  surplus  is  created 
by  large  agricultural  operators,  this  is 
where  control  should  be  administered. 

OveiTroduction  is  the  millstone.  This 
is  one  economic  handicap. 

The  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  Mr.  Poage,  hit  the  nail  on 
the  head  when  he  emphasized  the  same 
thing,  that  overproduction  surplus  is 
our  problem  today.  That  is  one  thing 
that  we  can  control,  and  we  can  best 
control  it  by  not  encouraging  the  large 
farmers  to  overproduce  and  overplant, 
and  which,  in  essence,  at  harvest  time 
will  put  the  millstone  around  the  neck 
of  the  little  farmer,  or  the  consumer. 

I  ask  the  Members  of  the  House  to 
vote  “no”  on  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Morton]. 

(Mr.  MORTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  time  to  ask  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage],  if  his 
Committee  on  Agriculture  had  any  sort 
of  hearings  on  this  type  of  amendment 
and  on  this  proposition. 

I  am  desperately  afraid  that  we  are 
getting  ready  to  do  some  legislating  in 
this  appropriations  process  in  which 
everybody  involved  has  not  had  their  day 
in  court.  * 

Mr.  POAGE.  You  mean,  this  year? 

Mr.  MORTON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  answer  is  “No.”  The 
committee  has  had  no  hearings  on  this 
this  year  because  there  has  been  no  re- 
>■  quest  of  this  kind  presented  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture. 

The  gentlemen  who  are  former  mem¬ 
bers  of  our  committee  and  who  now 
sponsor  this  legislation  did  not  offer  this 
to  om-  committee. 

Mr.  MORTON.  I  appreciate  the  answer 
of  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
committee. 

The  thing  that  really  concerns  me,  and 
I  hope  it  concerns  every  member  is  that 
we  are  getting  ready  to  put  a  half  billion 
dollars  impact  on  the  agricultural  busi¬ 
ness  of  these  United  States  without 
knowing  what  the  effect  will  be.  We  are 
groping  in  the  dark.  We  should  study 
this  very  carefully  before  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  enacted. 

I  feel  that  we  are  trying  to  mix  up 
welfare  and  agricultme  here  and  they 
are  not  one  and  the  same,  and  therefore 
I  oppose  this  amendment  because  I  do 
not  think  this  is  the  proper  place  or  the 
proper  time  for  it. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr, 
Fraser]. 

(Mr.  FRASER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FRASER.  Mr.  Chairman,  repre¬ 
senting  a  city  constituency,  I  want  to 
explain  why  I  am  going  to  oppose  this 
amendment. 

The  best  imderstanding  that  I  have 
been  able  to  develop  about  these  farm 
programs,  is  that  they  are  designed  to 
regulate  production  and  maintain  some 
limits  on  the  fluctuation  of  prices  in  the 
market  so  as  to  provide  orderly  market¬ 
ing  of  farm  products. 

As  I  understand  it,  these  farm  pro¬ 
grams  ai-e  not  welfare  programs  and 
they  are  not  designed  to  help  the  indi¬ 
vidual  farmers  as  welfare  beneficiaries  so 
much  as  they  are  designed  to  deal  with 
problems  of  production  and  in  this  way 
bring  a  measure  of  stability  for  those 
engaged  in  agriculture. 

My  impression  is  that  if  this  amend¬ 
ment  should  caiTy  all  it  would  do  would 
be  to  force  the  larger  farmer  into  larger 
plantings  and  it  would  mean  larger  cuts 
for  the  small  farmer  and  thus  increase 
diversion  payments  to  the  small  farmer 
and  end  up  with  no  savings  for  the 
Treasury. 

I  may  not  have  the  programs  in  mind 
as  well  as  those  who  deal  with  them  every 
day,  but  I  would  judge  it  a  mistake  on 
the  floor  of  this  House  to  interfere  with 
farm  programs  that  have  done  a  good 
job  in  regulating  production  and  in  reg¬ 
ulating  prices,  and  treat  these  farm  pro¬ 
grams  as  though  they  were  welfare  pro¬ 
grams,  which  they  ai’e  not. 

For  this  reason,  as  a  city  Congressman 
I  plan  to  oppose  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Dole]. 

(Mr.  DOLE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this 
time  to  ask  questions  of  the  author  of 
this  amendment. 

Does  the  amendment  cover  all  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  think  there  are  a 
couple  of  hundred  different  commodities. 
It  does  cover  commodities  that  are  un¬ 
der  the  commodity  programs. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Does  it  cover  all  commodi¬ 
ties  under  commodity  programs? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  The  Sugar  Act  would 
not  come  under  the  language  of  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  QUIE.  There  is  no  direct  payment 
in  the  dairy  program  and  therefore  it 
would  not  come  under  any  program  that 
has  a  direct  payment.  The  Sugar  Act,  of 
course,  as  the  gentleman  knows,  is  a  dif¬ 
ferent  operation. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Would  the  definition  of  in¬ 
centive  payment  include  sugar  pay¬ 
ments? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  As  I  said  to  the  gentle¬ 
man,  the  language  as  drafted  does  not 
cover  the  Sugar  Act. 

I  will  say  to  the  gentleman,  I  am  very 


much  in  favor  of  some  extensive  modifi¬ 
cations  of  this  program  because  it  does 
have  some  unique  characteristics  which 
do  not  exist  in  other  commodities. 

I  drafted  the  language  so  as  to  exclude 
that. 

Mr.  DOLE.  With  reference  to  subsec¬ 
tion  4,  wheat  marketing  certificate,  does 
this  include  payments  from  the  Federal 
Treasury,  from  the  processor,  or  both? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  They  all  go  through 
Uncle  Sam’s  hands  in  some  way.  I  regard 
the  processor  charge  on  the  millers  as  a 
bread  tax. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  understand  how  the  gen¬ 
tleman  regards  the  payment. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Therefore,  the  pay¬ 
ments  which  the  farmers  get  are  not,  nor 
can  they  properly  be,  construed  as  being 
precise  money  paid  from  the  bread  tax. 
In  fact,  the  smn  of  the  bread  tax  does 
not  equal  the  sum  of  the  payments  to  the 
farmer. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Even  though  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  is  reimbursed  by 
the  processor  75  cents  per  bushel,  the 
amendment  applies  to  the  full  amount  of 
the  certificate  payment. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  It  does  indeed,  and  I 
think  it  properly  should. 

Mr.  DOLE.  This  indicates  why  those 
who  may  not  fully  understand  the  farm 
program  may  be  in  sympathy  with  your 
amendment.  It  is  probably  a  popular 
amendment  to  those  who  do  not  under¬ 
stand  farm  programs. 

Adoption  of  the  amendment  would 
most  certainly  depress  farm  prices,  cause 
further  economic  loss  to  the  small  pro¬ 
ducer,  increase  surpluses  and  for  all  prac¬ 
tical  purposes  terminate  the  1965  Agri¬ 
culture  Act.  The  1965  Farm  Act  is  far 
from  perfect  but  I  question  the  approach 
taken  by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
and,  therefore,  oppose  the  amendment. 
If  we  want  to  reduce  spending  imder  this 
bill  across  the  board  I  will  support  it  but 
let  us  not  do  it  piecemeal  and  in  effect 
damage  the  very  farmers  those  offering 
the  amendment  say  they  seek  to  help. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MATSUNAGA  TO 

THE  AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FINDLEY 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Matsunaga  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Findley  :  After 
the  word  “programs,”  where  it  first  appears, 
Insert  the  following:  “except  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948,  as  amended” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  this  amendment  to  clarify  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  offeror  of  the  amendment. 
As  the  offeror  of  the  amendment  indi¬ 
cated  a  minute  ago,  his  amendment  is 
not  intended  to  include  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948,  as  amended.  I  offer  this  lan¬ 
guage  for  clarification  purposes  only.  I 
have  spoken  with  the  offeror,  and  he  has 
no  objection  to  it.  I  urge  the  adoption 
of  my  amendment  to  the  Findley  amend¬ 
ment  so  that  no  question  may  be  subse¬ 
quently  raised,  if  it  is  adopted,  relative 
to  the  exclusion  from  it  of  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948,  as  amended. 

[Mr.  FINDLEY  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks.] 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chairman  rec¬ 
ognizes  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Michel]  . 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
with  somewhat  mixed  emotions  on  this 
proposition  because,  as  I  recall,  several 
years  ago  when  the  authorizing  legisla¬ 
tion  was  before  the  Congress,  I  proposed 
a  limitation  of  $5,000  on  these  payments. 
At  that  time  crocodile  tears  were  being 
shed  for  the  small  farmer,  but  the  bill 
proposed  still  catered  to  the  big  corpo¬ 
rate  operators  and  I  opposed  it. 

Now  as  a  member  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  I  do  not  want  to  rewrite 
the  Agricultural  Act  in  this  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  and  you  men  who  have  been  on 
the  Agriculture  Committee  know  that  is 
exactly  what  you  are  doing  here.  With  80 
percent  of  the  farm  production  in  this 
coimtry  produced  by  only  10  or  12  per¬ 
cent  of  the  farmers  obviously  the  big  op¬ 
erators  are  a  vei’y  vital  factor.  Now,  if  we 
do  not  like  what  we  have  today  on  the 
books,  then  I  say  when  the  Agricultural 
Act  comes  up  for  revision,  that  is  the 
time  to  turn  this  thing  around  and  re¬ 
write  it  and  take  a  completely  different 
approach.  I  will  certainly  be  here  to  help 
bring  this  about.  I  was  shocked  last  year 
when  the  list  of  these  recipients  was 
placed  in  the  Record,  and  I  saw  that  the 
biggest  one  in  Illinois  was  in  my  district. 
I  knew  the  fellow  when  we  were  kids  and 
I  will  tell  you  the  reason  he  is  getting  it. 
He  is  in  a  program  where  he  has  acreage 
control  and  a  base.  He  is  smart,  shrewd,  a 
college  graduate,  and  if  you  knock  him 
out  of  this  thing  in  this  fashion  he  will 
just  grow  twice  as  much  by  getting  out 
of  the  program.  Then  the  market  will  be 
flooded  again  with  all  these  big  operators 
and  landowners  producing  a  glut.  Prices 
will  be  depressed,  and  we  then  compound 
the  problem. 

The  gentleman  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Battin]  stated  the  case  very  well.  There 
won’t  be  any  $400  million  reduction  of 
expenditures  this  year,  and  the  big  boys 
aren’t  going  to  be  hurt  next  year  nearly 
as  much  as  the  small  farmer  who  will 
surely  be  at  the  mercy  of  the  big  boys  in 
a  declining  price  situation  for  their  com¬ 
modities. 

I  have  no  reason  to  carry  water  for 
the  big  operators.  I  have  opposed  these 
programs  many  times  because  they  do 
cater  to  the  big  operator  and  force  the 
small  farmer  to  either  get  out  of  the 
business  or  grow  bigger,  too. 

As  I  understand  the  theory  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  program  it  is  supposed  to  hold  pro¬ 
duction  in  line  with  consumption  with 
Government  making  up  the  difference  of 
what  a  farmer  could  get  by  just  growing 
everything  he  wanted  to  and  flooding  the 
market.  Now  on  first  flush  it  may  appear 
that  this  would  lower  prices  further  for 
the  consumer  because  of  the  abundant 
supply  but  it  just  does  not  work  out  thsLt 
easy  way.  To  counter  the  overproduction 
we  would  surely  have  to  do  away  with 
the  price  support  program  or  get  back 
into  the  business  of  Government  storing 
all  the  surplus. 

I  would  love  to  see  a  free  market  take 
over  from  this  controlled  situation,  but  I 


am  afraid  that  as  far  as  we  have  gone 
down  this  road  we  would  really  seal  the 
doom  of  the  small  operator  and  within  a 
short  time  we  would  have  nothing  but 
large  corporate  operations.  It  is  just 
simple  economies. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  QUIE.  When  one  says  they  will 
double  and  triple  their  production,  you 
know  you  need  some  acres  to  do  that. 
These  people  do  not  farm  one-third  of 
their  acreage.  Most  of  them  are  farming 
on  80  percent  of  their  acres,  taking  a  20 
percent  cut.  That  is  all  they  can  put 
back  into  production  again.  There  will 
not  be  that  extreme  an  expansion  in 
production. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  may  have  exaggerated 
a  bit,  but  a  20-  or  25-percent  increase  in 
production  would  be  catastrophic  as  the 
gentleman  well  knows. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  chairman  of  the  committee,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten], 
to  close  the  debate. 

Mr.  WHI’TTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
repeat  again,  I  was  not  one  of  those  who 
favored  the  existing  farm  program.  I 
anticipated  then  that  this  t3T>e  of  argu¬ 
ment  would  arise.  May  I  repeat  again, 
this  language  would  prohibit  the  carry¬ 
ing  out  of  contracts  for  practically  all  of 
these  programs,  which  have  been  entered 
into,  and  the  “producers” — which  is  a 
better  word  than  “farmers” — have  done 
their  share.  They  have  committed  them¬ 
selves  to  their  part.  To  put  a  limitation 
now,  as  this  would,  would  be  to  renege  on 
commitments  that  the  Government  has 
already  made. 

When  the  gentleman  from  Hlinois  ac¬ 
knowledges  that  he  took  one  class  of 
farmers  out  from  under  the  legislation, 
or  intended  to,  he  certainly  left  it  where 
it  would  appear  to  me  to  be  unsound. 
May  I  say  it  is  my  opinion  he  does  not 
leave  them  out,  whatever  his  intentions 
were,  because  it  says  these  funds  cannot 
be  used  to  carry  out  price  supports  or 
commodity  programs. 

I  respectfully  submit  that  the  Sugar 
Act  certainly  has  to  do  with  a  commod¬ 
ity,  a  very  essential  commodity.  As  chair¬ 
man,  I  trust,  of  the  committee  having  to 
do  with  any  conference  with  the  other 
body,  I  would  have  to  insist  that  this 
applies  to  all  commodities  that  are  in¬ 
volved  in  the  various  programs. 

I  repeat:  Write  whatever  legislation 
you  want  to  in  the  regular  way,  but  do 
not  renege  on  these  payments  at  this 
time,  which  would  be  a  mistake.  There  is 
no  telling  what  we  would  do  to  the  econ¬ 
omy  if  we  do  this. 

I  hope  the  Committee  will  vote  down 
this  amendment,  and  let  us  work  out 
these  things  as  we  have  in  the  past. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Hawaii, 
[Mr.  Matsunaga],  to  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois, 
[Mr.  Findley]. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  now 
occurs  on  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Findley]. 
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The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  annoimced  that  the  noes  ap¬ 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair 
appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Findley  and 
Mr.  Whitten. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tellers 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  79,  noes 
129. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  shall  be  used  for  the  payment 
of  any  oflBcer  or  employee  of  the  Department 
who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on  behalf 
of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commis¬ 
sion,  or  bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to 
be  issued,  any  prediction,  oral  or  written, 
or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect 
to  future  prices  of  cotton  or  the  trend  of 
same. 

AMENDMENT  OFEERED  BY  MR.  BROYHILL  OF 
VIRGINIA 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Broyhill  of 
Virginia: 

On  page  34  after  line  22  Insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

“Sec.  505.  No  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  under  this  Act  shall  be  used  to 
provide  payments,  assistance,  or  services,  in 
any  form,  with  respect  to  any  Individual 
convicted  in  any  Federal,  State,  or  local 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  of  incit¬ 
ing,  promoting,  or  carrying  on  a  riot,  or  any 
group  activity  resulting  in  material  damage 
to  property  or  Injury  to  persons,  found  to 
be  in  violation  of  Federal,  State,  or  local 
laws  designed  to  protect  persons  or  property 
in  the  community  concerned.” 

The  CHAIRMAN  The  gentleman  from 
Virginia  is  recognized  for  5  minutes  in 
support  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  explained  this  amendment 
in  some  detail  during  the  general  debate. 
In  substance,  it  prohibits  the  payment 
of  any  fimds  appropriated  in  this  act 
to  any  persons  who  are  convicted  of 
being  involved  in  any  acts  of  violence, 
rioting,  looting,  or  civil  disorder. 

As  pointed  out  earlier,  two  similar 
amendments  were  offered  last  year  to 
other  bills;  namely,  the  authorization  bill 
for  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity 
and  the  appropriation  bill  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare.  In  fact,  when  the  final  language  was 
worked  out  in  conference.  It  was  identi¬ 
cal  to  the  amendment  I  am  propsing 
here  today. 

The  language  of  this  amendment 
has  proven  to  be  necessary.  We  all  know 
the  recent  riots  and  civil  disorders  that 
have  occurred  here  in  our  Nation’s  Capi¬ 
tal.  We  know  that  several  hundred  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  were  involved.  It  was  not 
just  the  poor  and  the  downtrodden  that 
were  involved,  but  the  average  income  of 
many  of  the  people  involved  was  between 
$65  and  $100  a  week. 

The  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  actually  had  posted  on  their 
bulletin  board  a  warning  to  the  employ¬ 
ees  of  that  Department  that  if  they  were 
involved  in  any  of  these  recent  civil  dis¬ 
orders,  they  were  subject  to  Immediate 
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dismissal.  There  was  printed  on  the  bul¬ 
letin  board  the  exact  language  of  the 
amendment  we  had  approved  last  year 
and  which  is  being  proposed  here  today 
as  a  part  of  this  l^slation. 

I  think  all  of  us  can  agree  that  when¬ 
ever  we  pay  the  salary  of  anyone,  any 
employee  involved  in  actions  of  civil  dis¬ 
order  and  disruption  of  civil  processes 
or  anything  involving  a  violation  of  law 
and  order,  we  are  actually  feeding  the 
fires  of  our  own  destruction. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  represent  possibly 
more  Federal  employees  than  any  other 
Member  of  this  body.  I  feel  we  have 
among  our  Federal  employees  the  cream 
of  the  crop  of  the  manpower  of  this  Na¬ 
tion.  But  these  Federal  employees  are 
just  as  anxious  to  have  these  misfits  and 
lawbreakers  off  the  payroll  as  we  are. 
Several  of  our  colleagues  have  proposed 
legislation  that  would  call  for  the  im¬ 
mediate  dismissal  of  any  employee  in¬ 
volved  in  the  type  of  action  I  have  been 
discussing  here  today.  However,  I  am 
fearful  that  it  will  take  too  long  to  get 
that  type  of  legislation  through.  We 
have  already  been  warned  that  we  are 
going  to  have  other  actions  involving 
civil  disobedience.  Offering  these  amend¬ 
ments  or  restrictions  or  limitations  to 
these  appropriation  bills  is  a  direct  and 
quick  method  of  getting  this  particular 
restriction  enacted  into  law.  By  offering 
this  amendment  to  the  agricultural  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  here  today  this  is  not  to 
imply  that  there  are  any  employees  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  involved 
in  these  actions,  but  I  feel  that  we  should 
offer  this  type  of  amendment  to  every 
appropriation  bill  whereby  eventually 
we  will  have  it  applying  to  all  Federal 
employees. 

I  am  hopeful  that  in  due  course  the 
appropriate  subcommittee  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  itself  will  in¬ 
clude  this  type  of  restriction  in  all  of  the 
appropriation  bills  while  on  the  other 
hand  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
could  make  specific  recommendations  as 
to  making  this  permanent  law  and  pos¬ 
sibly  by  obtaining  a  rule  waiving  points 
of  order  against  it,  it  would  not  be  neces¬ 
sary  each  year  in  every  bill  to  write  in 
this  restriction. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  this  language  is  modest. 
I  realize  that  the  restriction  is  not  as 
tough  ^as  some  of  us  would  like  to  have 
it  but  'we  could  take  another  look  at  it 
at  a  later  date. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  opinion  that 
the  people  are  going  to  demand  that 
strong  action  be  taken  to  protect  the 
public  in  all  of  these  bills  which  carry 
the  appropriation  of  public  funds  and 
that  these  people  who  are  responsible  for 
accelerating  the  disruption  of  the  peace 
and  tranquility  of  this  Nation  should  not 
go  free  but  should  be  punished  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  severity  of  their  crime. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  hav¬ 
ing  had  considerable  experience  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  as  well  as  in 
the  field  of  law  practice  and  jurispru¬ 
dence,  I  see  little  reason  for  the  adoption 
of  the  amendment.  However,  on  the 
other  hand,  I  cannot  see  where  it  could 
do  any  harm. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 


(Mr.  KYL  asked. and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  moved 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words 
in  order  that  I  may  direct  a  question  or 
two  to  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  BroyhillI. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  did  not  hear  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  amendment  very  clearly.  It  is 
my  imderstanding  that  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  goes  only  to  employees  of 
the  Federal  Government? 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  No;  it 
reads  as  follows : 

On  page  34  after  line  22,  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“Sec.  505.  No  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  under  this  Act  shali  be  used  to  pro¬ 
vide  payments,  assistance,  or  services,  in  any 
form,  with  respect  to  any  individual  con¬ 
victed  in  any  Federal,  State,  or  local  court 
of  competent  Jurisdiction,  of  inciting,  pro¬ 
moting,  or  carrying  on  a  riot,  or  any  group 
activity  resulting  in  material  damage  to 
property  or  injury  to  persons,  found  to  be  in 
violation  of  Federal,  State,  or  local  laws  de¬ 
signed  to  protect  persons  or  property  in  the 
community  concerned.” 

Mr.  KYL.  In  other  words,  suppose  we 
have  a  situation  in  which  a  husband  and 
wife  have  six  children.  The  family  quali¬ 
fies  for  assistance  under  this  act— per¬ 
haps  food  stamps,  food  distribution,  and 
so  on,  and  the  breadwinner  of  the  family 
may  be  unemployed  or  may  be  under¬ 
employed  and  is  involved  in  a  riot  and  is 
arrested  for  his  participation  therein  and 
is  convicted.  Would  his  family  not 
be  denied  participation  imder  the  terms 
of  the  gentleman’s  amendment  insofar 
as  food  stamps,  food  surplus  distribution, 
and  so  forth  are  concerned? 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield,  insofar 
as  this  particular  bill  is  concerned — and 
that  is  the  only  bill  up  for  our  considera¬ 
tion  at  the  present  time — the  amend¬ 
ment  would  apply  only  to  the  funds  to  be 
disbursed  toward  which  the  amendment 
is  directed.  In  other  words,  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  amendment  would  prohibit 
the  disbursement  to  any  person  who  is 
convicted  by  either  local,  .Federal  or 
State  jurisdictions  to  be  paid  fmids  from 
this  appropriation. 

Mr.  KYL.  How  would  we  separate  the 
welfare  or  the  amount  of  the  welfare 
under  the  food  distribution  program 
which  would  normally  go  to  the  indi¬ 
vidual  from  those  welfare  items  which 
would  be  presented  to  his  family? 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  the  gentueman  will  yield 
further,  I  am  certain  that  if  this  individ¬ 
ual  who  is  the  breadwinner  was  con¬ 
victed  of  any  crime — any  felony — he 
would  be  sent  to  the  penitentiary.  How 
ever,  I  am  sure  that  there  are  secondary 
people  who  would  be  affected  as  a  result 
of  the  actions  of  the  head  of  the  family. 
But  we  have  to  do  something  to  stbp 
these  people  who  are  causing  all  of  this 
disorder.  We  can  find  statutes  which  will 
do  it  and  can  perhaps  prepare  restric¬ 
tive  language  and  let  the  man  off  under 
certain  circumstances.  However,  I  think 
we  ought  to  start  right  now  to  do  some¬ 
thing,  and  if  there  is  anything  in  the  bill 
which  is  too  restrictive,  then  we  can  take 
another  look  at  it  later. 
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Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  The 
gentleman  from  Iowa  has  control  of  the 
time. 

Mr.  KYL.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi,  but  first  I 
want  to  proceed  for  just  one  moment. 

If  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  covered  only 
employees  of  the  Federal  Government 
and  made  limitations  upon  their  actions, 
I  could  support  the  amendment  whole¬ 
heartedly.  But  if  this  amendment  means 
that,  because  a  husband  participated  in 
a  riot,  a  needy  family  might  not  be  eli¬ 
gible  for  assistance  of  any  kind,  if  it 
means  also  that  if  he  is  convicted  and 
served  a  term  in  jail,  or  pays  some  other 
penalty  for  his  violation  of  the  law,  and 
that  this  then  is  an  added  penalty  above 
that  which  the  court  prescribed,  then  I 
reluctantly  must  say  that  I  cannot  sup¬ 
port  the  entirety  of  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KYL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  make  myself  clear  that  when  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  mentioned  this 
amendment  to  me  I  was  under  the  im¬ 
pression  that  it  had  to  do  with  Federal 
employees.  Having  been  a  district  attor¬ 
ney,  and  knowing  that  often  a  family  of 
an  individual  suffers  enough  as  it  is,  I 
certainly  would  not  be  a  party  to  exclud¬ 
ing  somebody  such  as  that. 

If  the  amendment  is  for  employees 
only,  that  would  be  one  thing.  But  I  do 
not  want  to  be  a  party  to  spreading  it 
out  to  cover  other  than  Federal  person¬ 
nel,  because  we  do  not  know  where  it 
might  end. 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  Mr. 
Chairman,  would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KYL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia. 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  This  plan 
was  worked  out  in  conference,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  was  worked  out  in  conference 
last  year.  It  does  not  have  the  identical 
language,  but  as  interpreted  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare,  as  applied  to  an  appropriation  bill, 
it  would  affect  those  who  would  have  re¬ 
ceived  payments,  such  as  to  colleges,  uni¬ 
versities,  who  become  involved  in  an  act 
of  civil  disobedience,  and  are  convicted. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  believe 
we  should  have  a  limited  amendment 
here.  I  believe  if  anyone  is  involved  in 
a  violation  of  the  law  that  they  should 
not  be  rewarded  with  the  taxpayers’ 
funds.  The  members  of  their  families 
will  have  other  ways  of  taking  care  of 
them,  but  certainly  I  do  not  believe  we 
should  vote  on  an  amendment  that  says 
on  the  face  of  it  that  we  will  no  longer 
pay  salaries  or  payments  to  those  who 
are  hell-bent  on  destroying  this  civiliza¬ 
tion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  numbqr  of  words,  and 
I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  believe  there  is 
anyone  in  this  House  who  wants  to  sup- 
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port  riots  and  civil  disobedience,  de¬ 
struction  and  insurrection — most  em¬ 
phatically,  I  do  not.  But  I  believe  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  is  wholly  undesirable  for 
several  reasons. 

First  of  all,  as  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  so  skillfully  pointed  out,  the  effect 
of  the  amendment  would  be  to  punish 
innocent  children,  and  families  of  de¬ 
pendents,  for  the  acts  of  an  adult  bread¬ 
winner. 

Second,  if  we  want  to  make  the  for¬ 
feiture  of  office  and  income  from  Gov¬ 
ernment  positions  a  penalty  for  rioting, 
we  ought  to  amend  the  United  States 
Code  and  the  District  of  Columbia  Code, 
and  make  that  an  additional  penalty. 

We  should  not  attempt  to  so  legislate 
in  an  appropriation  bill,  or  in  a  manner 
thatmiay  well  be  unconstitutional.  I  do 
not  know  the  entire  language  of  the 
amendment,  nor  have  I  had  a  chance  to 
study  it  so  closely  as  to  know  whether 
it  applies  to  those  persons  previously  con¬ 
victed  of  rioting.  But  if  it  does  impose 
what  is  in  effect  a  penalty  that  was  not 
in  existence  at  the  time  the  crime  was 
committed,  the  amendment  may  well  be 
constitutionally  invalid  as  an  ex  post  law. 

Moreover,  we  will  be  going  on  the 
record  as  applying  a  special  penalty 
against  those  who  riot,  a  penalty  that 
does  not  carry  to  those  who  commit  mur¬ 
der,  robbery,  rape,  or  any  number  of 
serious  Federal  crimes. 

I  believe  that  this  amendment  simply 
reflects  an  emotional  response  to  a  grave 
problem  that  is  a  matter  of  deep  concern 
to  every  Member  of  this  House.  But  we 
are  not  going  to  eliminate  riots  or  achieve 
a  better  enforcement  of  the  law  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  or  in  any  city  of 
the  United  States  by  any  hasty  and  insuf¬ 
ficiently  considered  legislative  penalties 
added  to  an  appropriation  bill. 

While  we  certainly  stand  firmly  with 
those  who  want  to  eliminate  riots,  let  us 
not  make  this  body  appear  not  only  fool¬ 
ish  by  the  adoption  of  an  amendment 
that  may  have  a  transient  popularity  but 
adds  nothing  to  the  solution  of  one  of  our 
coimtry’s  gravest  crises. 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  oppose  this  amend¬ 
ment.  Repression  is  no  solution  to  the 
domestic  crisis  which  confronts  our  Na¬ 
tion. 

This  amendment  is  a  heartless  and 
punitive  approach.  To  starve  children 
because  of  the  acts  of  adults  is  so  cal¬ 
lous  as  to  require  little  comment  from 
me.  To  deny  the  benefits  of  the  school 
Ixmch  program  and  the  school  milk  pro¬ 
gram  to  youngsters,  as  well  as  to  deny 
the  benefits  of  the  food  stamp  program 
to  families  will  only  make  them  com¬ 
pletely  lose  faith  in  our  democracy. 

Whatever  the  emotional  response  one 
may  feel  toward  civil  disorders,  this  is  not 
the  way  to  deal  with  the  problem,  but 
would  only  intensify  the  alienation  in 
the  ghettos  and  rm’al  areas  where  peo¬ 
ple  are  deprived  and  ill-nourished. 

The  question  of  punishment  after  a 
criminal  conviction  is  a  matter  for  the 
courts. 

(Mr.  RYAN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 


Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Cfiialrman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  unanimous- 
consent  request  to  conclude  debate? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  debate  on  the 
pending  amendment  be  concluded  in  5 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
not  take  the  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  could  not  sit  here  and 
let  this  amendment  go  through  without 
standing  up  and  opposing  it.  If  I  under¬ 
stand  the  gentleman’s  amendment  cor¬ 
rectly,  it  leaves  it  up  to  local  cities,  vil¬ 
lages,  counties,  and  States  to  define  the 
meaning  of  “riot”. 

I  think  it  could  be  used  for  discrimina¬ 
tion  against  people  that  certain  people 
do  not  like.  I  voted  for  the  riot  bill  that 
we  passed  here  a  week  or  so  ago  and  it 
had  some  very  stiff  penalties  in  it  in  re¬ 
gard  to  rioting;  and  riots  were  defined; 
and  other  words  that  were  used  in  it 
were  defined  in  a  way  that  I  thought  it 
was  clear  enough  that  the  bill  would 
achieve  the  purpose  of  taking  care  of 
these  situations.  In  fact,  it  went  quite 
far  in  providing  as  much  as  a  $10,000 
fine  and  5  years  in  jail  for  inciting  to  riot 
and  for  other  actions  which  I  think  are 
imdesirable  and  which  I  think  are  crim¬ 
inal,  but  I  could  not  support  this  kind 
of  riot  amendment  because  of  its  far- 
reaching  effect  and  because  of  the  lack 
of  definition  of  some  of  the  words  used 
in  the  amendment  and  the  lack  of 
standards  of  application  throughout  our 
society. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
vote  against  the  amendment. 

I  might  say  that  I  have  supported 
every  farm  bill  that  has  come  up  in  this 
House  in  the  past  26  years  and  I  intend 
to  support  this  bill,  but  I  cannot  go  quite 
as  far  as  my  friend,  the  gentleman  fi-om 
Virginia,  would  go. 

Mr.  BROYHTLL  of  Virginia.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  In  an  ef¬ 
fort  to  clarify  the  point  raised  by  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa,  and  the  concern 
expressed  by  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  as  to  this  restricting  food  stamps 
or  surplus  food  or  welfare,  to  members 
of  the  family,  it  sets  forth  very  clearly  in 
the  amendment  itself  that  it  would  ap¬ 
ply  only  to  an  individual  who  is  convict¬ 
ed.  Certainly,  it  does  not  apply  to  other 
members  of  a  family  whether  it  be  the 
wife,  the  children,  or  the  grandchildren. 
But  it  only  applies  to  the  individual  who 
has  been  convicted. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  understand  the 
gentleman’s  amendment,  but  I  think  the 
ambiguity  of  his  amendment  and  some 
of  the  words  used  in  it  without  definition 
are  enough  to  alarm  me,  and  therefore  I 
shall  vote  against  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 


Mr.  HOLIFIEID.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  KYL.  ’The  explanation  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Virginia  is  hardly  adequate. 

Suppose  a  family  gets  $40  worth  of 
groceries  with  food  stamps  and  the  man 
is  in  the  family?  What  kind  of  enforce¬ 
ment  are  you  going  to  have  in  order  to 
prevent  his  eating  some  of  the  groceries 
that  are  obtained  by  the  family,  but 
which  groceries  are  not  for  him? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  knows  the  emotional  appeal  and  the 
temper  of  the  times,  which  is  very  much 
against  these  people  who  are  rioting.  I 
feel  they  should  not  be  rioting.  I  think 
they  should  indulge  only  in  peaceful  pro¬ 
test.  Certainly,  wherever  any  crime  is 
committed  we  have  now  set  forth  in  the 
Federal  civil  rights  bill  some  very  clear 
language  and  there  are  provided  some 
very  drastic  penalties  for  those  people 
who  do  participate  in  imlawful  activities. 
I  voted  for  that  bill  but  this  amendment 
is  just  a  little  too  ambiguous  for  me. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  annoimced  that  the  noes  appeared 
to  have  it. 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  demand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  refused. 

On  a  division  (demanded  by  Mr. 
Broyhill  of  Virginia)  there  were — ayes 
37,  noes  72. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  509.  In  no  event  shall  the  expendi¬ 
tures  in  fiscal  year  1969  for  the  programs 
financed  by  this  bill  (excluding  the  Farm 
Credit  Administration  and  its  member  insti¬ 
tutions)  exceed  in  the  aggregate  the  total 
actual  expenditures  authorized  for  fiscal  year 
1968,  plus  (1)  expenditures  necessary  in  fiscal 
year  1969  to  co^'er  pay  cost  increases,  retire¬ 
ment  and  compensation  fund  costs,  penalty 
mail  costs,  employee  compensation  costs,  and 
similar  mandatory  items,  and  (2)  expendi¬ 
tures  necessary  to  meet  the  increases  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  bill  for  meat  and  poultry  in¬ 
spection  and  the  food  stamp  program. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BOW 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offcir  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bow:  On  page 
35  following  line  18,  strike  out  Section  509 
and  insert  in' lieu  thereof  the  following; 

“Sec.  509.  Money  appropriated  in  this  Act 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1969  only  to  the  extent 
that  expenditure  thereof  shall  not  result  in 
the  net  aggregate  expenditure  of  Federal 
funds  by  all  agencies  provided  for  herein  be¬ 
yond  $6,524,470,897  except  by  those  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  expenditures  re¬ 
quired  by  law  which  may  exceed  budget  esti¬ 
mates  therefor.” 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  amend¬ 
ment  would  permit  the  agencies  provided 
for  in  this  bill  to  spend  during  the  fiscal 
year  1969  the  sum  of  $6,524,470,897.  That 
is  the  amount  which  the  committee  re¬ 
port  intends  to  allow  these  agencies  to 
spend  in  1969.  ’The  details  making  up  this 
intended  ceiling  are  set  forth  on  page  5 
of  the  committee  report. 

The  report  also  indicates  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  desire  to  set  ceilings  on  individual 
programs  appropriated  for  In  the  bill.  I 
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take  no  issue  with  this  approach  because 
it  is  the  prerogative  of  Congress  to  de¬ 
termine  where  and  in  what  amounts  ex¬ 
penditures  may  be  made  by  the  execu¬ 
tive  department.  I  congratulate  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  an  attempt  to  set  a  spending 
limitation  in  one  of  the  first  bills  we 
have  had,  and  I  am  glad  they  have  done 
it.  But  I  do  take  issue,  however,  with  the 
wording  of  section  509  of  the  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  committee. 

I  do  so  because  that  section  does  not 
set  a  ceiling  on  individual  items  which 
the  committee  has  said  it  intended.  Thus 
the  committee  has  left  to  the  President 
and  his  administration  the  authority  to 
decide  what  spending  shall  result  from 
funds  available  to  these  agencies.  Sec¬ 
tion  509  reads : 

In  no  event  shall  the  expenditures  In  fiscal 
year  1969  for  the  programs  financed  by  this 
blU  (excluding  the  Farm  Credit  Administra¬ 
tion  and  its  member  institutions)  exceed  in 
the  aggregate  the  total  actual  expenditures 
authorized  for  fisc^  year  1968,  plus  (1)  ex¬ 
penditures  necessary  in  fiscal  year  1969  to 
cover  pay  cost  increases,  retirement,  and  com¬ 
pensation  fund  costs,  penalty  mall  costs,  em¬ 
ployee  compensation  costs,  and  similar  man¬ 
datory  items,  and  (2)  expenditures  necessary 
to  meet  the  Increases  provided  in  this  bill  for 
meat  and  poultry  inspection  and  the  food 
stamp  program. 

It  is  quite  clear  even  to  the  uniniti¬ 
ated  that  this  section  provides  for  a 
spending  level  not  to  exceed  “in  the 
aggregate  the  total  actual  expenditures 
authorized  for  fiscal  year  1968”  plus  cer¬ 
tain  other  times.  That  clearly  says 
“aggregate  spending,”  and  not  spending 
on  individual  items. 

My  amendment  provides  for  a  net 
aggregate  total,  but  in  doing  so  it  estab¬ 
lishes  a  precise  ceiling  of  $6,524,000,000, 
except  for  those  CCC  expenditures  re¬ 
quired  by  law  which  may  exceed  the 
budget  estimate.  This  amoimt  is  what 
the  committee  has  estimated  in  its  re¬ 
port  would  be  spent  in  1969.  Thus  my 
amendment  would  accomplish  by  statute 
what  the  committee  says  was  initended, 
but  which  is  not  provided  for  In  the  bill. 

Moreover,  Mr.  Chairman,  although  the 
committee  has  proposed  in  its  report  to 
limit  spending  in  the  1969  level  to  the 
amount  of  my  amendment,  analysis  of 
the  language  of  section  509  of  the  bill 
reveals  it  would  permit  aggregate  total 
expenditures  of  all  funds  in  fiscal  year 
1968  plus  some  other  items.  Irrespective 
of  what  the  committee  intended  in  the 
language  of  the  bill,  section  509  appar¬ 
ently  would  permit  these  agencies  to 
spend  in  1969  all  the  funds  that  Con¬ 
gress  reserved  last  year  under  House 
Joint  Resolution  888  as  well  as  other 
carryover  funds  that  have  been  author¬ 
ized  or  appropriated  by  Congress  in 
prior  years.  In  other  words,  the  existing 
language  of  509  is  no  limitation  at  all, 
and,  if  approved  without  change,  these 
agencies  could  spend  in  1969  every  single 
dollar  they  have  on  hand  and  every  sin¬ 
gle  dollar  we  are  appropriating  here  to¬ 
day. 

I  might  add,  Mr.  Chaiiman,  my 
amendment  was  accepted  by  the  Treas¬ 
ury  and  Post  OflBce  Appropriations  Sub¬ 
committee  and  I  would  think  we  would 
have  uniform  limitation  rather  than 
separate  limitation  on  separate  bills.  I 


think  it  is  necessary  to  have  uniformity 
in  appropriation  bills,  and  this  will  bring 
it  into  the  same  category  as  the  Treasury 
and  Post  Office  bill  and  give  us  an  actual 
ceiling  on  expenditures  and  will  not  per¬ 
mit  the  drawing  from  other  funds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  urge  adoption 
of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

The  Members  will  note,  if  they  will  lis¬ 
ten,  that  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  strikes  out  section 
509.  The  committee  put  section  509  in 
this  bill  so  as  to  achieve  the  very  same 
effect  that,  in  my  opinion,  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  is  seeking  with  his  amend¬ 
ment. 

Also  the  subcommittee — and  this 
has  been  approved  by  the  full  commit¬ 
tee — cut  the  appropriation  items  back, 
item  by  item,  by  the  amounts  which  we 
estimated  were  necessary  to  reduce  ex¬ 
penditures  in  fiscal  year  1968  to  $6,524,- 
470,897,  the  same  amoimt  that  the 
gentleman  has  proposed  in  his  amend¬ 
ment.  So,  we  reinforced  any  effect  that 
might  occur  because  of  section  509,  in 
our  action  of  cutting  back  item  by  item. 
Expenditures  were  reduced  by  the  action 
on  appropriations  which  were  held  back 
by  item. 

You  will  note  that  section  509  says  we 
hold  back  expenditures  to  the  1968  level, 
with  the  exception  of  the  new  meat-in¬ 
spection  program  and  the  food  stamp 
program  for  which  funds  would  be  pro¬ 
vided  under  both  of  these  limitations.  So 
section  509,  which  would  be  cut  out,  ties 
us  to  the  spending  authorized  by  the 
Congress  in  1968.  The  gentleman’s 
amendment  has  no  such  tiedown  and 
would  leave  to  the  executive  department 
the  determination  as  to  where  cuts 
should  be  applied.  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that  it  is  far  better  for  us  to  act  on  that 
which  the  Congress  has  provided  than  to 
put  a  figure  in  here  and  leave  it  to  the 
executive  departments  to  apply  the  cuts 
where  they  wish. 

I  have  been  among  those,  this  year, 
who  have  had  to  go  to  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  and  the  White  House  to  try  to  get 
funds  released  for  watershed  protection 
and  flood  control  and  a  number  of  other 
items. 

I  believe  it  is  an  abdication  of  our  au¬ 
thority  to  set  a  fiat  amount  of  money, 
and  leave  it  up  to  the  President  to  de¬ 
termine  where  to  spend  it.  We  want  to 
hold  down  the  money.  We  did  it  in  two 
ways.  The  bill  cuts  back  appropriations 
by  item  so  that  total  expenditures  would 
be  cut  down  to  a  figure  similar  to  that  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  has  proposed.  But, 
to  make  sure,  we  in  turn  said  it  shall  be 
cut  back  to  the  amounts  authorized, 
which  in  turn  means  to  cut  back  to  what 
Congress  has  said. 

I  believe  the  amendment  should  be  de¬ 
feated  on  the  ground  that  the  committee 
has  taken  care  of  this  problem  but  has 
done  it  in  a  much,  much  better  way  than 
the  gentleman’s  amendment  would.  I 
say  that  with  all  due  deference  to  the 
fine  job  the  gentleman  has  done  in 
preaching  economy. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  we 
have  held  this  down  to  the  dollar  figure 
he  uses,  and  we  have  also  cut  the  indi¬ 
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vidual  items  back  to  that  figure.  Let  us 
tie  our  cuts  to  congressional  action  and 
not  leave  it  up  to  the  discretion  of  the 
President  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

I  hope  the  Members  will  vote  down  the 
amendment,  because  section  509  will 
stay  in  the  bill  and  do  in  a  much  better 
way  what  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
seeks  to  do. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  'The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bowl. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Bow)  there 
were — ayes  66,  noes  79. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand 
tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Bow  and 
Mr.  Whitten. 

The  Committee  again  divided,  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — &yes  99, 
noes  87. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BROYHILL  OP 
VIRGINIA 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Broyhill  of 
Virginia:  On  page  36  after  line  2  insert  the 
following ; 

“Sec.  — .  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated 
under  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  pay  salaries 
of  any  Federal  employee  who  Is  convicted  in 
any  Federal,  State,  or  local  court  of  com¬ 
petent  jurisdiction,  of  inciting,  promoting,  or 
carrying  on  a  riot,  or  any  group  activity  re¬ 
sulting  in  material  damage  to  property  or  in¬ 
jury  to  persons,  found  to  be  in  violation  of 
Federal,  State,  or  local  laws  designed  to  pro¬ 
tect  persons  or  property  in  the  community 
concerned.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Virginia  is  recognized  for  5  minutes  in 
support  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  in  view  of  the  disagreement  as 
well  as  the  misunderstanding  as  to  what 
would  be  the  full  effect  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  I  offered  a  few  minutes  ago  that 
would  restrict  any  of  these  funds  being 
paid  to  any  individual  who  was  convicted 
of  being  involved  in  riots  and  civil  dis¬ 
obedience,  I  have  resubmitted  the 
amendment  and  changed  the  language 
to  state  as  follows: 

No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  under 
this  Act  shall  be  used  to  pay  salaries  of  any 
Federal  employee  who  is  convicted — 

And  so  forth.  The  previous  langauge 
that  was  ambiguous  said: 

No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  under 
this  Act  shall  be  used  to  provide  payments, 
assistance,  or  services,  in  any  form,  with 
respect  to  any  individual — 

So  we  have  restricted  the  language 
to  apply  solely,  entirely,  and  exclusively 
to  the  salaries  of  Federal  employees  con¬ 
victed,  and  I  hope  that  this  will  cure  some 
of  the  misunderstanding  and  bring  forth 
some  support  for  this  amendment. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  I  commend  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  this  amendment.  I  am  sure,  if 
it  is  understood,  it  will  be  overwhelming- 
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ly  adopted.  It  is  needed  and  should  be 
passed. 

(Mr.  ABBITT  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  whole¬ 
heartedly  support  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  BroyhillI.  The  amendment  simply 
provides  that  no  part  of  the  funds  in  this 
appropriation  shall  be  used  to  pay  the 
salary  of  any  person  convicted  of  en¬ 
gaging  in  riots.  It  seems  to  me  that  this 
is  the  least  we  can  do. 

It  is  horrifying  to  me  that  a  Federal 
employee  who  has  been  convicted  of  riot¬ 
ing  will  be  kept  on  the  payroll  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  paid  by 
moneys  provided  by  honest  taxpayers. 
We  practically  have  open  insurrection 
now  due  largely,  in  my  opinion,  because 
of  the  pampering  of  criminals,  the 
knuckling  under  to  minority  pressure 
groups  by  the  leaders  of  our  Nation.  It 
seems  to  me  that  any  responsible  public 
official  who  knew  of  the  conviction  of 
rioting  of  an  employee  in  his  depart¬ 
ment  would  immediately  fire  liim;  but 
we  know  that  that  just  will  not  happen 
today  or  in  the  days  ahead. 

Apparently  many  of  our  officials  are 
not  willing  to  stand  up  for  law  and  order, 
and  it  is  going  to  be  necessary  for  the 
Congress  to  do  something  to  protect 
the  law-abiding  citizens  of  America. 

Many  Americans,  who  daily  toil  for  a 
living  and  who  follow  the  time -honored 
belief  that  able-bodied  men  are  expected 
to  follow  some  gainful  employment,  pay 
their  taxes  and  live  by  the  laws  of  the 
land,  have  been  shocked  by  the  so-called 
“demonstration”  which  began  in  Wash¬ 
ington  Monday. 

The  newspapers,  radio,  and  television 
have  given  endless  accounts  of  the  march 
on  the  Nation’s  Capital  as  though  it  has 
become  the  biggest  event  in  recent  his¬ 
tory.  The  whole  undertaking  has  been 
publicized  far  out  of  proportion:  and  un¬ 
certainty  on  the  part  of  Federal  officials 
as  to  how  the  march  will  be  dealt  with 
has  brought  fear  and  frustration  to  mil¬ 
lions  of  our  people.  No  longer  is  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.,  looked  upon  as  a  mecca  for 
spring  tourists  but  as  a  place  to  avoid. 
This  is  tragic. 

The  arrogance  of  some  of  the  leaders 
of  the  movement  is  appalling.  Their  de¬ 
mands  border  on  the  line  of  an  ultima¬ 
tum.  They  strut  about  the  city  as  though 
they  were  representing  all  of  our  society 
when,  in  fact,  they  come  without  any 
porfolio  save  their  own.  I  am  shocked  and 
amazed  at  the  attitude  of  our  officials, 
who  seem  to  think  that  they  have  to  be 
at  the  beck  and  call  of  the  leaders  of  the 
movement  and  most  passively  sit  by  while 
the  tune  is  played  by  which  they  must 
dance.  Federal  agencies  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  have  been  put  on  notice  that  if  the 
demands  of  the  movement  are  not  met 
by  May  30,  then  massive  civil  disobedi¬ 
ence  will  take  place.  Further,  we  are 
warned  that  no  new  business  will  be 
transacted  by  this  Congress  until  the 
business  they  have  in  mind  is  carried  out. 

How  foolish  can  we  be?  How  far  will 
we  permit  this  thing  to  go?  Must  we  sit 
idly  by  and  watch  the  great  institutions 


of  this  Government  thwarted,  manipu¬ 
lated,  and  perverted  in  this  manner? 

Congress  has  stood  for  more  than  180 
years  and  the  great  Institutions  of  the 
executive  branch  have  stood  along  with 
it  in  meeting  the  needs  of  our  people.  Not 
everything  has  been  done  to  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  all  of  us  all  the  time,  but  we 
have  honored  these  institutions  and 
abided  by  the  results  of  the  orderly 
democratic  processes  of  government.  Now 
we  have  entered  upon  a  time  when  a 
massive  demonstration  threatens  to  un¬ 
dercut  aU  that  we  hold  dear.  The  people 
who  ridicule  our  system  of  government 
would  destroy  it  in  trying  to  bring  about 
the  things  they  seek.  Yet,  the  only  way 
in  which  their  goals  would  ever  be 
achieved  would  be  through  the  very  proc¬ 
esses  which  they  now  criticize. 

The  time  has  come  for  us  to  be  blunt 
and  specific.  Those  who  would  change 
our  ways  and  who  would  chart  new  paths 
are  prepared  to  lay  waste  all  that  we 
hold  dear.  They  are  on  record  as  saying 
that  if  peaceful  methods  do  not  bring 
the  results  they  seek  in  the  time  schedule 
which  is  of  their  own  making,  then  dis¬ 
obedience  to  our  laws  will  follow. 

We  have  been  given  graphic  evidence 
of  the  form  that  such  violation  of  laws 
will  take.  We  have  been  threatened  with 
invasion  of  our  Federal  buildings,  blofck- 
ing  of  bridges,  stalling  of  automobiles 
and  trains  by  people  lying  prostrate  in 
front  of  them  and  wholesale  camp-ins 
throughout  our  city.  The  mind  is  in¬ 
capable  of  comprehending  what  all  of 
this  means.  Certain  officials  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  tell  us  they  are  prepared  to 
meet  any  emergency.  But  well  do  we  re¬ 
call  the  willy-nilly  manner  in  which 
rioters  and  arsonists  were  dealt  with  a 
few  weeks  ago.  Well  do  we  recall  how 
troops  were  sent  here'  with  public  an- 
noimcement  that  they  carried  no  ammu¬ 
nition  in  their  guns. 

I  believe  that  we  need  to  deal  with  this 
matter  seriously.  Congress  has  a  respon¬ 
sibility  to  ask  questions  about  how  this 
invasion  of  our  city  is  to  be  dealt  with 
and  what  force  is  to  be  used  in  seeking 
out  those  who  may  be  plotting  at  this 
very  minute  the  destruction  of  our  city. 

Last  November  1,  I  introduced  H.R. 
13803  which  would  require  a  bond  to  be 
posted  by  those  who  would  lead  mass 
demonstrations  and  parades  in  Wash¬ 
ington.  I  have  asked  the  House  Public 
Works  Committee  to  hold  hearings  on 
the  bill,  but  to  this  date  nothing  has 
been  scheduled.  Only  the  District  gov¬ 
ernment  has  responded  to  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  request  for  reports — and  that  report 
expressed  opposition.  Nothing  has  been 
heard  from  the  Defense  Department,  the 
Justice  Department,  or  the  Department 
of  the  Interior.  Is  this  a  matter  that  can 
be  taken  lightly?  I  think  not. 

The  time  may  well  come  when  we  look 
back  upon  the  days  in  which  we  are  now 
living  and  ask  ourselves,  “Why  didn’t  we 
do  something?”  I  trust  it  will  not  be  too 
late. 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  I  wonder 
if  this  will  satisfy  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 
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Mr.  BROYHILL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  KYL.  The  gentleman  from  Iowa 
indicated  in  the  first  colloquy  on  this 
subject  he  had  no  objection  to  warning 
Federal  employees  that  they  were  not  to 
participate  in  riots.  His  objection  went 
solely  to  the  fact  that  the  sins  of  the 
father  or  mother  might  be  visited  on  in¬ 
nocents  in  the  family.  I  do  not  have  the 
same  objection  to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  commend  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  redrafting  the  form  of  his 
amendment.  It  is  much  clearer  now.  I 
feel  I  can  support  the  amendment  in 
good  conscience  and  only  regret  that  we 
did  not  get  the  amendment  adopted  to 
the  Post  Office  and  ’Treasury  Depart¬ 
ment  bill  when  it  was  up  on  the  floor  of 
the  House. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chaiiman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Can  I  ask  the  gentleman 
why  he  does  not  extend  his  amendment 
to  cover  all  felonies?  Why  should  trea¬ 
son,  murder,  robbery,  rape,  and  other 
crimes  not  carry  a  similar  penalty? 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  I  will  ac¬ 
cept  such  an  amendment  to  my  amend¬ 
ment  if  the  gentleman  cares  to  offer  it. 
I  had  merely  intended  to  cover  crimes 
involving  civil  disobedience. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  I  am  just  trying  to  find 
out  what  the  gentleman’s  proposal  is 
with  regard  to  robbery,  rape,  or  capital 
crimes.  Should  they  come  under  the 
terms  of  the  amendment  and  the  penal¬ 
ties  prescribed  therefor? 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  I  have  no 
objection  to  that.  I  am  just  trying  to  get 
the  Committee  to  go  along  with  my 
amendment  which  has  been  offered.  It  is 
perfectly  all  right  with  me  for  these  mat¬ 
ters  to  be  thoroughly  gone  into. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Washington. 

(Mr.  FOLEY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOWARD.  In  case  a  person  is  con¬ 
victed  and  comes  under  the  purview  of 
the  provisions  of  the  amendment  which 
has  been  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Broyhill],  and  the  pen¬ 
alty  as  given  by  the  court  may  be  for 
60  days  or  90  days,  under  the  Broyhill 
amendment,  will  that  penalty  terminate 
at  that  time,  or  is  there  any  termination 
at  all  as  provided  for  in  the  amendment, 
or  would  it  become  a  permanent  thing? 

Mr,  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  I  will  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  that 
my  amendment  provides  for  a  1-year 
sentence  under  the  tei-rns  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  for  anyone  so  convicted  of  the 
matters  set  forth  therein. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


H3173 


May  If  1968 


Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  FOLEY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it 
is  clear  that  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Broyhill]  is  desperately  seek¬ 
ing  some  way  to  get  this  amendment 
adopted  by  the  House.  Apparently,  he  is 
willing  to  write  and  rewrite  his  amend¬ 
ment  for  that  purpose.  But  I  must  reit¬ 
erate  my  opposition  to  this  amendment 
and  I  hope  the  House  will  again  reject  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  are  going  to  enact 
now  penalties  for  rioting,  that  subject 
matter  should  be  passed  upon  in  the  reg¬ 
ular  and  normal  course  of  our  legislative 
process  here  in  the  House  of  Represen¬ 
tatives.  Such  matters  should  be  intro¬ 
duced  separately,  referred  to  and  studied 
by  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary.  That 
committee’s  report  on  such  legislation 
should  then  come  to  the  floor  of  the 
House  for  our  consideration  and  for  a 
vote  thereon. 

We  should  not  be  attempting  to  apply 
criminal  sanctions  in  an  appropriation 
bin  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Agriculure  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriation. 

It  was  just  pointed  out  that  this  pen¬ 
alty  can  only  apply  for  a  year.  Does  the 
proposed  amendment  apply  to  all  Fed¬ 
eral  personnel  or  does  it  jrist  cover  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  personnel? 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  It  applies 
to  the  employees  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Then  it  does  not  cover 
other  Federal  employees  or  those  con¬ 
victed  of  more  serious  crimes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  whole  tenor  of  this 
amendment  is  to  capitalize  upon  the 
emotions  of  the  time.  In  my  opinion,  it 
is  not  a  reasonable  amendment.  It  is  not 
going  to  help  in  the  prevention  or  stop 
the  breeding  of  riots.  I  think  any  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  House  who  is  concerned  about 
law  enforcement  ought  to  think  care¬ 
fully  upon  the  question  as  to  whether 
the  adoption  of  this  amendment  would 
help  or  hurt  the  law-enforcement  effort 
In  my  judgment,  it  would  hurt  law  en¬ 
forcement  and  I  urge  the  Members  of 
the  House  to  vote  against  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chahman,  the  state¬ 
ment  which  was  just  made  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington  reminds  me  of 
the  action  on  the  floor  of  the  House  on 
April  10  when  a  number  of  us  thought 
that  the  orderly  process  ought  to  have 
prevailed  in  the  consideration  of  the  so- 
called  civil  rights  legislation. 

I  am  intrigued  now  by  the  fact  that 
there  is  so  much  interest  now  on  the  part 
of  some  people  in  behalf  of  the  regular 
procedure — in  the  proper  consideration 
of  bills. 

The  House  went  very  far  afield  on 
April  10  in  asking  the  Members  to  vote 
up  or  down  with  practically  no  debate 
the  bill  as  it  came  from  the  Senate. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  really  arose  to  ask 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
whether  the  use  of  foreign  currencies  in 


Poland  and  perhaps  other  cormtries  gen¬ 
erated  by  Public  Law  480  sales,  for  the 
poirpose  of  establishing  and  maintain¬ 
ing  sobering-up  stations  for  drunks  has 
been  stopped  by  the  committee  or  the 
administration  ? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  my  col¬ 
league  from  Iowa  that  I  do  not  know 
of  the  overall  activities  of  the  govern¬ 
ment,  and  therefore  cannot  go  into  de¬ 
tail  on  all  of  them. 

Insofar  as  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  concerned,  the  only  use  of 
foreign  cuirencies  that  I  know  about 
is  for  research  and  market  development, 
the  benefits  of  which  redound  to  our 
well-being. 

For  instance,  in  several  areas  we  are 
doing  research  on  hoof-and-mouth  dis¬ 
ease.  We  do  not  wish  to  bring  that  dis¬ 
ease  into  our  own  coimtry  to  do  the  re¬ 
search,  so  we  are  carrying  that  research 
out  in  countries  that  already  have  the 
problem. 

I  cannot  vouch  for  what  is  happening 
to  foreign  currency  generated  by  other 
agencies  of  the  Government,  but  insofar 
as  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  con¬ 
cerned,  they  are  not  in  the  business  you 
describe. 

Mr.  GROSS.  There  is  quite  a  differ¬ 
ence,  it  seems  to  me,  between  using  for¬ 
eign  currency  in  which  the  American 
taxpayers  have  a  vested  interest,  for  the 
purpose  of  stopping  the  spread  of  hoof- 
and-mouth  disease,  and  that  of  sobering 
up  drunks  in  Poland  or  anywhere  else. 

I  do  not  see  any  similarity  between 
the  two  uses  and  I  would  hope  that  the 
Subcommittee  on  Agriculture  Appropria¬ 
tions,  which  has  a  vital  interest  in  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480,  would  bring  its  influence  to 
bear  on  the  administrators  who  permit 
the  use  of  our  funds  for  the  purpose  of 
sobering  up  dnmks  in  any  foreign  coun¬ 
try. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  gentleman  from 
Iowa,  being  on  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs,  has  a  much  wider  knowledge  of 
many  of  these  things  than  I  do.  The  only 
funds  that  we  have  any  control  over  are 
those  that  are  used  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  When  I  mentioned  the  re¬ 
search  on  hoof-and-mouth  disease,  that 
is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  so  I  have  a  knowl¬ 
edge  of  it.  Insofar  as  sobering  up  the 
drunks,  I  just  do  not  know  who  has 
charge  of  that  phase  of  our  governmental 
activity,  or  who  has  charge  of  the  for¬ 
eign  currencies  that  might  be  used  in 
that  way.  I  confess  my  ignorance  in  that 
area.  ' 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  just  say  that  if  the  Poles 
want  to  get  drimk,  let  them  do  so  but 
not  use  funds  generated  by  U.S.  taxpay¬ 
ers  to  sober  them  up.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Well,  the  gentleman 
should  refer  his  question  to  someone  who 
has  knowledge  of  it.  I  certainly  cannot 
teU  the  gentleman  a  fairy  tale.  So  all  I 
can  do  is  direct  the  gentleman  to  some¬ 
body  else. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Broyhill]. 


The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Foley)  ,  there 
were — ayes  86,  noes  60. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise  and  re¬ 
port  the  bill  back  to  the  House  with  sim- 
dry  amendments,  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  amendments  be  agreed  to 
and  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Albert) 
having  assumed  the  chair,  Mr.  Corman, 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union,  report¬ 
ed  that  that  Committee,  having  had  im- 
der  consideration  the  bill  (H.R.  16913) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Jime  30,  1969, 
and  for  other  purposes,  had  directed  him 
to  report  the  bill  back  to  the  House  with 
sundry  amendments,  with  the  recom¬ 
mendation  that  the  amendments  be 
agreed  to  and  that  the  bill  as  amended 
do  pass. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  bill  and  all 
amendments  thereto  to  final  passage. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  a  sepa¬ 
rate  vote  demanded  on  any  amendment? 
If  not,  the  Chair  will  put  them  en  gross. 

The  amendments  were  agi’eed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  318,  nays  70,  answered  “pres¬ 
ent”  1,  not  voting  44,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  Ill] 

YEAS — 318 


Abbltt 

Brooks 

de  la  Gai'za 

Abernethy 

Broomfield 

Delaney 

Addabbo 

Brotzman 

Dellenback 

Albert 

Brown,  Mich. 

Denney 

Anderson,  HI. 

Brown,  Ohio 

Derwinskl 

Anderson, 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Dickinson 

Tenn. 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Diggs 

Andrews, 

Burke,  Fla. 

DlngeU 

N.  Dak. 

Burke.  Mass. 

Dole 

Annunzio 

Burleson 

Donohue 

Arends 

Burton,  Calif. 

Dow 

Ashbrook 

Burton,  Utah 

Downing 

AsplnaU 

Bush 

Dulski 

Ayres 

Button 

Duncan 

Bates 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Dwyer 

Battin 

Byrnes,  Wls. 

Eckhardt 

Belcher 

Cabell 

Edmondson 

Bennett 

Cahill 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Berry 

Carter 

Edwards,  La. 

Betts 

Casey 

Eilberg 

Bevill 

Cederberg 

Erlenborn 

Biester 

Chamberlain 

Esch 

Bingham 

Clark 

Evans,  Colo. 

Blackbxirn. 

Clausen, 

Everett 

Blanton 

Don  H. 

Evlns,  Tenn. 

Blatnik 

Collier 

Fallon 

Boggs 

Conte 

Fascell 

Boland 

Corman 

Findley 

BoUing 

Cowger 

Fisher 

Bow 

Cramer 

Flood 

Brademas 

Culver 

Flynt 

Brasco 

Daddario 

Foley 

Bray 

Daniels 

Fountain 

Brinkley 

Davis,  Ga. 

Fraser 
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Frelinghuysen 

Friedel 

Fulton,  Tenn.. 

Fuqua 

Gallagher 

Garmatz 

Gathings 

Gettys 

Giaimo 

Gilbert 

Gonzalez 

Gray 

Green,  Pa. 
GrlfiSn 
Griffiths 
Gross 
Gubser 
Gurney 
Haley 
Hall 
Halleck 
Halpern 
Hamilton 
Hammer- 
schmldt 
Hanley 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Hardy 

Harrison 

Harsha 

Harvey 

Hathaway 

Hawkins 

Hebert 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Helstoski 

Henderson 

Herlong 

Holifleld 

Horton 

Hull 

Hungate 

Hunt 

Hutchinson 

Ichord 

Jarman 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Jonas 

Jones,  Ala. 

Jones,  Mo. 

Jones,  N.C. 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kee 

Keith 

Kelly 

King,  N.Y. 

Klrwan 

Kleppe 

Kluczynski 

Kornegay 

Kuykendall 

Kyi 

Kyros 

Laird 

Langen 

Latta 

Leggett 

Lennon 

Lloyd 

Long,  La. 

Long,  Md. 
Lukens 


Adams 

Ashley 

Bell 

Brock 

Buchanan 

Carey 

Clancy 

Clawson,  Del 

Cleveland 

Cohelan 

Conable 

Conyers 

Corbett 

Curtis 

Davis,  Wis. 

Devine 

Eshleman 

Farbstein 

Flno 

Ford,  Gerald  B. 
Ford, 

William  D. 
Goodell 
Goodling 
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McClory 

Rivers 

McCloskey 

Roberts 

McClxu-e 

Rodino 

McCulloch 

Rogers,  Colo. 

McDade 

Rogers,  Fla. 

McDonald, 

Bonan 

Mich. 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

McEwen 

Rooney,  Pa, 

McFall 

Bostenkowdkl 

McMillan 

Roth 

Macdonald, 

Boudebush 

Mass. 

Roush 

MacGregor 

Ruppe 

Machen 

Satterfield 

Madden 

Schadeberg 

Mahon 

Scherle 

Marsh 

Schwelker 

Martin 

Schwengel 

Mathias,  Calif. 

Scott 

Matsunaga 

Shipley 

May 

Sikes 

Mayne 

Sisk 

Meeds 

Skubitz 

Meskill 

Slack 

Michel 

Smith,  Iowa 

Miller,  Calif. 

Smith,  Okla. 

Miller,  Ohio 

Snyder 

Mills 

Springer 

Minlsh 

Stafford 

Mize 

Staggers 

Monagan 

Stanton 

Montgomery 

Steed 

Moorhead 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Morgan 

Steiger,  Wis, 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Stephens 

Mosher 

Stratton 

Moss 

Stuckey 

Murphy,  Ill. 

SulUvan 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Talcott 

Myers 

Taylor 

Natcher 

Teague,  Tex. 

Nix 

Tenzer 

O’Hara,  HI. 

Thompson,  Ga 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Thompson,  N.J 

O’Kon^ 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Olsen 

Tiernan 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Tuck 

Passman 

Tunney 

Patman 

Udall 

Patten 

Ullman 

Pepper 

Vander  Jagt 

Perkins 

Vlgorito 

Pettis 

Waggonner 

Philbln 

Walker 

Pickle 

Wampler 

Plrnle 

Watkins 

Poage 

Watson 

Podell 

Watts 

Pofl 

White 

Pollock 

Whltener 

Pool 

Whitten 

Price,  Rl. 

Williams,  Pa. 

Price,  Tex. 

Wilson,  Bob 

Purcell 

Wilson, 

Quie 

Charles  H. 

Quillen 

Winn 

Railsback 

Wright 

RandaU 

Wylie 

Rarlck 

Wyman 

Reid,  Ill. 

Young 

Relfel 

Zablockl 

Reuss 

Zion 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 
Rhodes,  Pa. 
Riegle 

Zwach 

NAYS— 70 

Grover 

Roybal 

Gude 

Rumsfeld 

Hanna 

Ryan 

Hicks 

St  Germain 

Hosmer 

Sandman 

Howard 

Saylor 

Joelson 

Scheuer 

Lipscomb 

Schneebell 

McCarthy 

Smith,  Calif. 

Mailllard 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Mathias,  Md. 

Taft 

Mink 

Teague,  Calif. 

Mlnshall 

Utt 

Morton 

Van  Deerlln 

Nedzi 

Waldie 

Ottlnger 

Whalen 

Pelly 

Whalley 

Pike 

Widnall 

Pucinski 

Wiggins 

Rees 

Wolff 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Wyatt 

Belnecke 

Wydler 

Robison 

Rosenthal 

Yates 

ANSWERED  “PRESENT”—! 
Morse,  Mass. 

NOT  VOTING — 44 


Adair 

Feighan 

Kupferman 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Pulton,  Pa. 

Landrum 

Ashmore 

Galifianakis 

Moore 

Baring 

Gardner 

Nelsen 

Barrett 

Gibbons 

Nichols 

Bolton 

Green,  Oreg. 

O’NeUl,  Mass. 

Brown,  Calif. 

Hagan 

Pryor 

OeUer 

Hays 

Resnick 

Colmer 

Holland . 

St.  Onge 

Cunningham 

Irwin 

Selden 

Dawson 

Jacobs 

Shriver 

Dent 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Stubblefield 

Dorn 

Karsten 

Vanik 

Dowdy 

Karth 

Willis 

Edwards,  Calif. 

King,  Calif. 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Shriver  for,  with  Mr.  Morse  against. 

Mr.  O’Neill  of  Massachusetts  for,  with  Mr. 
Brown  of  California  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Dom  with  Mr.  Adair. 

Mr.  Celler  with  Mrs.  Bolton. 

Mr.  Dent  with  Mr.  Nelsen. 

Mr.  Galifianakis  with  Mr.  Pulton  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania. 

Mr.  Barrett  with  Mr.  Cunningham. 

Mr.  King  of  California  with  Mr.  Moore. 

Mr.  Pryor  with  Mr.  Kupferman. 

Mr.  Andrews  of  Alabama  with  Mr.  Gardner. 

Mr.  Hagan  with  Mr.  Hays. 

Mr.  St.  Onge  with  Mr.  Resnlck. 

Mr.  Feighan  with  Mr.  Edwards  of  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Mr.  Ashmore  with  Mr.  Baring. 

Mr.  Landrum  with  Mr.  Karsten. 

Mr.  Hoiland  with  Mr.  Dawson. 

Mr.  Dowdy  with  Mr.  Nichols. 

Mr.  Vanik  with  Mr.  Johnson  of  California. 

Mr.  Willis  with  Mr.  Jacobs. 

Mr.  Ichord  with  Mrs.  Green  of  Oregon. 

Mr.  Colmer  with  Mr.  Karth.  ■ 

Mr.  Gibbons  with  Mr.  Stubblefield. 

Mr.  MINISH  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  JOELSON  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  GOODLING  changed  his  vote 
from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  MORSE  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  live  pair  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Shriver].  If 
he  had  been  present  he  would  have  voted 
“yea.”  I  voted  “nay.”  I  withdraw  my 
vote  and  vote  “present.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


SE 


May  1,  1968 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within  which 
to  extend  their  remarks  in  the  Record  on 
the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  permanent  bound 
Congressional  Record  be  corrected  as 


follows:  On  page  H11891  of  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  for  March  13,  1968, 
the  fourth  paragraph  of  my  remark 
contains  an  erroneous  figure  for  the  aj 
propriation  for  the  Public  Works  Cc 
mittee.  Instead  of  $50,000,  the  fl^re 
should  read  $550,000. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempos^  (Mr. 
Albert)  .  Is  there  objection  to  t^  request 
of  the  gentleman  from  New  /Fork? 

There  was  no  objection. 


EXTENDING  HIGHI 
STUDENT  ASSISTi 


EDUCATION 
IT  PROGRAM 


Mr.  PEPPER.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Comnnttee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  1150  and  ask  for 
its  immediate ^nsideration. 

The  Clerky^ad  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

H.  Res.  1150 

Resolv^,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resoluttm  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  I^ise  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  thre  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
fo^he  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  16729) 

extend  for  two  years  certain  programs  pro- 
'iding  assistance  to  students  at  institutions 
of  higher  education,  to  modify  such  pro¬ 
grams,  and  to  provide  for  planning,  evalua¬ 
tion,  and  adequate  leadtime  in  such  pro¬ 
grams,  and  all  points  of  order  against  said 
bill  are  hereby  waived.  After  general  debate, 
which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  shall 
continue  not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair¬ 
man  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  the  bill 
shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the  five- 
minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion  except  one  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Pepper]  is 
recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30 
inutes  to  the  able  gentleman  from  Ne- 
aska  [Mr.  Martin]  and  pending  that 
I  ^Id  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
surms 

MrXSpeaker,  House  Resolution  1150 
provid^an  open  rule,  waiving  points  of 
order,  \Xth  1  hour  of  general  debate 
for  considX^tion  of  H.R.  16729  to  extend 
the  higher  education  student  assistance 
programs.  TlX  waiver  of  points  of  order 
was  requested  o^e  to  a  transfer  of  funds 
in  the  bill. 

H.R.  16729  would  extend  for  2  years 
certain  programs  providing  assistance  to 
students  at  institutions  of  higher  edu¬ 
cation,  to  modify  such  jmograms,  and  to 
provide  for  planning,  evaluation,  and 
adequate  leadtime  in  suclumrograms. 

The  principal  provisions  ^the  bill  are 
designed  to: 

First.  Extend  through  fiscal  X^ar  1970 
the  college  work-study  program^arried 
on  under  title  I  of  the  Economic  Oppor¬ 
tunity  Act; 

Second.  Extend  through  fiscal  year 
1970  the  student  loan  program  carriw 
on  under  title  II  of  the  NDEA; 


iCONGEESS  U  f5  «  O 


T\  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  IINITEH  STATES 

Mat  2, 1968 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 

6  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes;  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OE  AGEIOULTURE 
TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 
Agriculturai.  Reseai?ch  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  expenses  necessary  to  perfomi  agTicnltural  research 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  marketing,  nutrition  and 
consumer  use,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and 
animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quaran¬ 
tine  and  regulatory  work:  Provided,  That  appropriations 
hereunder  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000 
shall  he  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109: 
Provided  further,  That  ap])ropriations  hereunder  shall  be 
availa1)le  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and 
tlie  ])urchase  of  not  to  exceed  three  for  replacement  only: 
Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be 
availal)le  pursuant  to  7  U.S.C.  2225,  for  the  construction, 
alteration,  and  re])air  of  buildings  and  im])rovements,  but 
unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one 
building  (except  headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall 
not  exceed  $25,000,  exce])t  for  six  buildings  to  be  constructed 
or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $55,000  each,  and  the 
cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall 
not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the 
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1  building,  whichever  is  greater:  Provided  further,  That  the 

2  limitations  on  alterations  contained  in  this  Act  shall  not  apply 

3  to  a  total  of  $100,000  for  facihties  at  Beltsville,  Maryland: 

4  llesearch:  Tor  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro- 

5  duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products;  agricultural 

6  marketing  and  distribution,  not  otherwise  provided  for ;  home 

7  economics  or  nutrition  and  consumer  use  of  agricultural  and 

8  associated  products;  and  related  research  and  services;  and 

9  for  acquisition  of  land  by  donation,  exchange,  or  purchase  at 
a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100 ;  $125,972,500,  and  in  ad- 

11  dition  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000  from  funds  available  under 

12  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  pursuant  to  Public 

1^  Law  88-250  shall  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this 

11  appropriation :  Provided,  That  the  limitations  contained  here¬ 
in  in  shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry 

out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.C.  113a)  :  Provided 

1"^  further,  That  none  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall 
be  used  to  formulate  a  budget  estimate  for  fiscal  1970  of 
more  than  $15,000,000  for  research  to  be  financed  by  trans- 
fer  from  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of 
August  24,  1935,  and  pursuant  to  Public  Law  88-25; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera- 
tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 

^1  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 
carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 
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activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended  (21  U.S.C. 
114b-c),  $85,298,500,  of  which  $1,500,000  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Re¬ 
vised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks 
of  insects  and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary 
to  meet  emergency  conditions :  Provided,  That  no  funds  shall 
be  used  to  formulate  or  administer  a  bnicellosis  eradication 
program  for  the  current  fiscal  year  that  does  not  require 
minimmn  matching  by  any  State  of  at  least  40  per  centum: 
Provided  further,  That,  in  addition,  in  emergencies  which 
threaten  the  livestock  or  poultry  industries  of  the 
country,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  appro¬ 
priations  or  fmids  available  to  the  agencies  or  corporations 
of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he  may  deem  necessary,  to 
be  available  only  in  such  emergencies  for  the  arrest  and 
eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest,  contagious 
pleuropneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious  diseases 
of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in 
poultry,  and  for  expenses  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of 
February  28,  1947,  as  amended,  and  any  imexpended  bal¬ 
ances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next  pre¬ 
ceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred 
amounts ; 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  lal)or,  su])pro- 
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1  fessional  and  junior  scientific  help  to  be  employed  under 

2  contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to  strengthen  the  work 

3  at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not  more  than  $2,000,- 

4  000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this  head  for  the 

5  previous  fiscal  year  may  be  used  by  the  Administrator  of  the 

6  Agricultural  Eesearch  Seiwice  in  departmental  research 

7  programs  in  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  amount  so 

8  used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation 

9  otherwise  available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Eesearch”. 

10  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY 

11  PROGRAIVD 

12  For  payments,  in  foreign  currencies  owed  to  or  owned 

13  by  the  United  States  for  market  development  research  au- 

14  thorized  by  section  104(b)  (1)  and  for  agricultural  and 
Ifi  forestry  research  and  other  functions  related  thereto  author- 
16  ized  by  section  104(b)  (3)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  De- 
1^  velopment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7 

18  U.S.C.  1704(b)  (1),  (3)),  to  remain  available  until  ex- 

19  pended,  $4,500,000;  and  in  addition,  the  June  30,  1968 

20  unexpended  balance  of  funds  appropriated  to  the  President 

21  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1959  (Public  Law 

22  g5-766,  approved  August  27,  1958)  imder  the  heading 

23  “Translation  of  publications  and  scientific  cooperation”  shall 

24  be  merged  with  this  appropriation:  Provided,  That  this 

25  appropilation  shall  be  availalile,  in  addition  to  other  ap- 
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propriations  for  these  pui*poses,  for  payments  in  the  foregoing 
currencies:  Provided  further,  That  funds  appropriated  herein 
shall  he  used  for  payments  in  such  foreign  currencies  as  the 
Department  determines  are  needed  and  can  be  used  most 
effectively  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $25,000  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  for  payments  in  foreign  cun'encies  for 
expenses  of  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.O. 
2225),  as  amended  by  5  11.8.0.  3109. 

Cooperative  State  Eeseaecii  Service 

PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Tor  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  and  other  research,  for  facili¬ 
ties,  and  for  other  expenses,  including  $51,113,000  to  carry 
into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March 
2,  1887,  as  amended  l)y  the  Act  a])proved  August  11,  1955 
(7  U.S.O.  361a-361i) ,  including  administration  by  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture;  $3,370,000  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  research  under  the  Act  ap- 
]>rovcd  October  10,  1962  (16  U.S.O.  582a — 582a-7)  ;  $1,- 
800,000  in  addition  to  funds  otherwise  available  for  contracts 
and  grants  for  scientific  research  under  the  Act  of  August  4, 
1965  (7  U.S.O,.  450i)  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  he  for 
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1  the  special  cotton  research  i)roorain  and  $400,000  for  soy- 

2  ])ean  research;  $2,000,000  for  grants  for  facilities  under  the 

3  Act  approved  July  22,  1963  {7  U.8.0.  390-390k)  ;  $310,- 

4  000  for  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  experiment  stations 

5  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended;  and 

6  $365,000,  for  necessary  expenses  of  the  Cooperative  State 

7  Research  Service,  including  administration  of  i)ayments  to 

8  State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  funds  for  employment 

9  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the 

10  Organic  x4.ct  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 

11  $50,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109  ;  in  all,  $58,- 

12  958,000. 

13  Extension  Seevice 

14  COOPEEATIVE  EXTENSION  WOEK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

15  Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico :  E or  payments  for 

10  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith - 

17  Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  the 

18  Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (7 

19  U.S.C.  341-349) ,  to  be  distributed  under  sections  3  (b)  and 

20  3  (c)  of  the  Act,  $77,082,500;  and  payments  and  contracts 

21  for  such  work  under  section  204  (l))-205  of  the  Agricultural 

22  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623-1624) ,  $1,459,000; 

23  in  all,  $78,532,500:  Provided,  That  funds  hereby  appro- 


24  priated  pursuant  to  section  3(c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  195.j 
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shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State  or  Puerto  Kico  prior  to  avail¬ 
ability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Federal  sources  for  expendi¬ 
ture  during  the  cuiTent  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  and  Employees’  Compensation  costs  for  ex¬ 
tension  agents:  For  cost  of  employer’s  share  of  Federal  re¬ 
tirement  and  for  reimbursement  for  benefits  paid  from  the 
Employees’  Compensation  Fund  for  cooperative  extension 
employees,  $8,818,500. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,299,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  '26,  1953, 
the  Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962 
(7  U.S.C.  341-349),  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627) ,  and 
to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  exten¬ 
sion  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States  and 
insular  possessions,  $2,838,000. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457) ,  and  for  conducting  research  re¬ 
lating  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects  of  farmer  co¬ 
operatives,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  $1,341,000. 
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Soil  Conseevation  Sekvice 

CONSEEVATION  OPEEATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in¬ 
cluding  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establishment 
of  measures  to  conserve  .soil  and  water  (including  farm  im- 
gation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  as  may 
be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of  reservoirs)  ; 
operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification  and  map¬ 
ping  of  .soil;  dissemination  of  information;  purchase  and  erec¬ 
tion  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings;  and  operation  and 
maintenance  of  aircraft,  $114,893,000:  Provided,  That  the 
cost  of  any  permanent  building  purchased,  erected,  or  as 
improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of  constructing  a  water  supply 
or  sanitarv  svstem  and  connecting  the  same  to  any  such  build- 
ing  and  with  the  exception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  land  being  purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not 
exceed  $2,500,  except  for  one  building  to  he  constructed 
at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  eight  buildings  to  be 
constmcted  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000 
per  building  and  except  that  alterations  or  improvements  to 
other  existing  pennanent  buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more 
may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  3^ear  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$500  per  building:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this 
IT.E.  16913 - 2 
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appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  any 
such  building  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Goveniment:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be 
expended  for  soil  and  water  conservation  operations  under 
the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f)  in 
demonstration  projects:  Provided  further,  That  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109: 
Provided  further.  That  qualified  local  engineers  may  be 
temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to  perfonn  the  tech¬ 
nical  planning  work  of  the  service. 

watershed  planning 

Uor  necessary  expenses  for  small  watershed  investiga¬ 
tions  and  planning,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
1001-1008),  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $6,165,- 
000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances 
of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  bead:  Provided, 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to 
exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
5  U.S.C.  3109. 
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1  WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

2  For  necessary  expenses  to  conduct  river  basin  surveys 

3  and  investigations,  and  research,  and  to  carry  out  preventive 

4  measures,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  opera- 

5  tions,  methods  of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and 
G  changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed 
V  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4, 

8  1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1008),  and  the  pro- 

9  visions  of  the  Act  of  xipril  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f) , 

10  to  remain  available  until  expended;  $65,000,000,  with 

11  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds 

12  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department 

13  for  watershed  protection  purposes:  Provided,  That  this  ap- 

14  propriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 

15  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 

16  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000 

17  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109: 

18  Provided  further,  That  $3,000,000  of  the  funds  in  the  direct 

19  loan  account  of  the  Farmers  Home  administration  shall  be 

20  available  until  expended  for  loans. 

21  FLOOD  PREVENTION 

22  For  necessary  expenses,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 

23  Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709, 

24  16  U.S.C.  1006a) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in 

25  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activi- 
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ties  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement, 
including  fimds  for  held  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(7  U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employ¬ 
ment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended;  $20,000,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the 
unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or 
transfeiTed  to  the  Department  for  flood  prevention  purposes : 
Provided,  That  $400,000  of  funds  in  the  direct  loan  account 
of  the  Danners  Home  Administration  shall  he  available 
until  expended  for  loans. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of 
conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section  16 
(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 
as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C.  590p) , 
$16,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and  canying  out 
projects  for  resource  conser^^ation  and  development,  and  for 
sound  land  use,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32  (e) 
of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Fann  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011 ;  76  Stat.  607) ,  and  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f) ,  $6,- 
256,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided,  That 


13 


1  $1,500,000  of  the  funds  available  in  the  direct  loan  account 

2  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  shall  be  available  for 

3  loans  under  subtitle  A  of  the  Consolidated  Fanners  Home 

4  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  to  remain  aA^ail- 

5  able  until  expended:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropria- 

6  tion  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the 

7  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 

8  1944  (7  U.S.O.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall 

9  be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

10  Economic  Keseaecii  Service 

11  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

12  For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Economic  Research  Serv- 

13  ice  in  conducting  economic  research  and  service  relating  to 

14  agricultural  production,  marketing,  and  distiibution,  as 

15  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 

16  U.S.C.  1621-1627) ,  and  other  laws,  including  economics  of 

17  marketing;  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income  and 

18  population,  and  demand  for  fann  products,  use  of  resources 

19  in  agriculture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  fanning, 

20  and  farm  finance ;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for 

21  farm  products  in  foreign  countries  and  their  effect  on  pros- 

22  pects  for  United  States  exports,  progress  in  economic  devel- 

23  opment  and  its  relation  to  sales  of  fann  products,  assembly 

24  and  analysis  of  agricultural  trade  statistics  and  analysis  of 
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international  financial  and  monetary  programs  and  policies  as 
they  affect  the  competitive  position  of  United  States  farm 
products;  $12,789,000:  Provided,  That  not  less  than  $350,- 
000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and  conduct  a  special 
study  on  the  price  spread  between  the  farmer  and  con¬ 
sumer:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  further.  That 
not  less  than  $145,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  analysis  of  statistics  and  related 
facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  informa¬ 
tion  on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  faim 
commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 

Statisticai^  Reporting  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Reporting  Serv¬ 
ice  in  conducting  statistical  reporting  and  service  work,  in¬ 
cluding  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  statistical  coordination 
and  improvements,  and  marketing  surveys,  as  authorized  by 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621- 
1627)  and  other  laws,  $14,184,500:  Provided,  That  no  part 
of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for  anv 
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1  expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of  apple  production 

2  for  other  than  the  commercial  crop :  Provided  further,  That 

3  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pur- 

4  suant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 

5  Organic  x\ct  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 

6  $40,000  shall  he  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C. 

7  3109. 

8  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

9  CONSUMER  PROTECTIVE,  MARKETING,  AND  REGULATORY 

10  PROGRAMS 

11  For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  services  related  to 

12  consumer  protection,  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution, 
16  and  regulatory  programs,  other  than  Packers  and  Stockyards 

14  Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  and  for  administration  and  co- 

15  ordination  of  payments  to  States ;  including  field  emplojmient 

16  pursuant  to  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 

17  (7  U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment 

18  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  in  carrying  out  section  201  (a)  to 

19  201  (d) ,  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 

20  Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.C.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of  the 

21  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946;  $118,989,500,  of  which 

22  $13^440,250  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  released  only 

23  after  the  inspection  activities  of  this  service  have  been  fully 

24  coordinated  and  placed  on  an  efficient  and  economical  oper- 

25  ating  basis:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail- 
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able  pursuant  to  law  (7  U.S.C.  2225)  for  the  alteration  and 
repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but,  unless  otherwise 
provided,  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the 
fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the 
cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 

For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus 
and  departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  mar¬ 
keting  activities  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623  (b)  ),  $1, 750,000- 

special  MILK  PEOGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  cany  out  the  Special  Milk 
Program,  as  authorized  by  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966 
(42  U.S.C.  1772),  $104,000,000,  to  be  transferred  from 
funds  availal)le  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24, 
1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c). 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  cany  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
1751-1760)  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  Child 
Nutrition  Act  of  1966  (42  U.S.C.  1773-1785),  $182,825,- 
000,  including  $5,000,000  for  special  assistance  to  needy 
schools,  $3,500,000  for  the  pilot  school  breakfast  program, 
$750,000  for  the  nonfood  assistance  i)rogram:  Provided, 
That  no  part  of  this  appro]iriation  shall  lie  used  for  nonfood 
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1  assistance  under  section  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act, 

2  as  amended:  Provided  further,  That  $64,325,000  shall  be 

3  transfeiTed  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under 

4  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c) , 

5  for  purchase  and  distribution  of  agricultural  commodities 
Q  and  other  foods  pursuant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School 

7  Lunch  Act. 

8  FOOD  STAMP  PEOGRAM 

9  For  necessary  expenses  of  the  food  stamp  program  pur- 

10  suant  to  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  as  amended,  $225,- 

11  000,000,  of  which  $25,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to 

12  be  used  only  to  the  extent  required  during  the  cun'ent  fiscal 

13  year  after  various  corrections  are  made  in  the  handling 

14  of  the  program. 

15  REMOVAL  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

16  (SECTION  3  2) 

17  No  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 

18  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  shall  be  used  for  any  purpose 

19  other  than  commodity  program  expenses  as  authorized  there- 

20  in,  and  other  related  operating  expenses,  except  for  (1) 

21  transfers  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  authorized  by 

22  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8,  1956,  (2)  transfers 

23  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  and  (3)  not  more  than 

24  $2,950,000  for  formulation  and  administration  of  marketing 
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agreements  and  orders  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1961. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agiicultural 
Service,  mcluding  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.O.  1761-1768),  market  development 
activities  abroad,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordi¬ 
nate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in  connection 
with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed 
$35,000  for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses 
pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956 
(7  U.S.O.  1766),  $21,153,800:  Provided,  That  not  less 
than  $255,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on 
foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  information  on 
methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in 
world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis:  Provided  further,  That, 
in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.O.  612c) ,  shall  he  merged  with  this  appro¬ 
priation  and  shall  be  available  for  all  expenses  of  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service. 
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1  Commodity  Exchange  Autiioeity 

2  SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES 

3  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 

4  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  E.S.C.  1- 

5  17a),  $1,530, 000. 

6  Ageicultueal  Stabilization  and  Conseevation 

7  Seevicb 

8  expenses,  ageicultueal  stabilization  and 

9  conseevation  seevice 

19  For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agricnl- 

11  tural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  including  ex- 

12  penses  to  formulate  and  carry  out  programs  authorized  by 

18  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
14  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393)  ;  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 

19  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161)  ;  sections  7  to  15,  16(a), 
19  16  (d) ,  16  (e) ,  16  (f) ,  16  (i) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conserva- 
11  tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 

18  590g-590q)  ;  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7 

19  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and  1816)  ;  and  laws  per- 

20  taining  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  $141,031,- 

21  400:  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $62,764,- 

22  100  may  he  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appropria- 

23  tion  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  fund  (including 

24  not  to  exceed  $27,205,000  under  the  limitation  on  Commod- 
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ity  Credit  Corporation  administrative  expenses)  :  Provided 
further,  That  other  funds  made  available  to  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  for  authorized  activ¬ 
ities  may  he  advanced  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation: 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
made  available  under  this  Act  shall  be  used  (1)  to  influence 
the  vote  in  any  referendum;  (2)  to  influence  agricultural 
legislation,  except  as  permitted  in  18  U.S.C.  1913;  or  (3) 
for  salaries  or  other  expenses  of  members  of  county  and 
community  committees  established  pursuant  to  section  8(b) 
of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended,  for  engaging  in  any  activities  other  than  advisory 
and  supervisory  duties  and  delegated  program  functions  pre¬ 
scribed  in  administrative  regulations. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161), 
$80,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16(a),  and  17  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  Feb¬ 
ruary  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o), 
590p  (a) ,  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  the 
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1  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays 

2  at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 

3  States,  $190,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31 

4  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the 

5  programs  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
G  practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of 

7  Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Acts,  1967 

8  and  1968,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1966,  to 

9  December  31,  1968,  inclusive:  Provided,  That  none  of  the 

10  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries  or 

11  expenses  of  any  regional  information  employees  or  any  State 

12  infonnation  employees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the  an- 

13  swering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the  county 

14  level  to  individual  farmers:  Provided  further,  That  no  por- 

15  tion  of  the  funds  for  the  current  year’s  program  may  be 

16  utilized  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  drain- 
f7  age  on  wetlands  now  designated  as  Wetland  Types  3  (III)  ? 

18  4  (IV),  and  5  (V)  in  United  States  Department  of  the 

19  Interior,  Dish  and  Wildlife  Circular  39,  Wetlands  of  the 
26  United  States,  1956:  Provided  further.  That  necessary 

21  amounts  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in 

22  connection  with  the  fomiulation  and  administration  of  the 

23  1 969  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 

24  practices,  including  related  wildlife  conserving  practices,  un- 
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der  the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (amounting 
to  $220,000,000,  excluding  administration,  except  that  no 
participant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the 
participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry 
out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the 
agicultural  resources  of  the  community)  :  Provided  further, 
That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the 
current  year’s  agricultural  conservation  program  for  any 
county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  commit¬ 
tee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and 
allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its 
technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  in  the  participating  counties,  and  shall 
not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  pur¬ 
pose  other  than  technical  and  other  assistance  in  such  coun¬ 
ties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county 
committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  available  to  any  other 
Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the  same  purpose 
and  under  the  same  conditions:  Provided  further,  That  for 
the  cuiTent  year’s  program  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for 
technical  assistance  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  practices:  Provided  further.  That  such 
amounts  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertil¬ 
izers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  fanning  material,  or  any  soil- 
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terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural 
producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs  provided  for  herein : 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  available  to  the 
Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corporation,  or  other 
agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall  be  used 
in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or  travel 
expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of  violating 
the  Act  entitled  ‘‘An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious  political 
activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as  amended,  or  who 
has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  violated  or  at¬ 
tempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits  the  use  of 
Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal  services 
or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  manner  a 
Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation  or 
appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any  Mem¬ 
ber  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

CEOPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PEOGEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  cropland 
adjustment  program  as  authorized  by  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1965  (7  U.S.C.  1838),  $84,500,000. 

CONSEEVATION  EESEEVE  PEOGEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation 
reserve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 
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Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.O.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and 
1816) ,  and  to  caiTy  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acreage 
reserve  program,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $109,- 
000,000,  with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  bank  pro¬ 
grams:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  paid 
on  any  contract  which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to  the 
division  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on  annual 
payments  to  participants. 

EMERGENCY  CONSERVATION  MEASURES 
For  emergency  conservation  measures,  to  be  used  for  the 
same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  funds 
appropriated  under  this  head  in  the  Third  Supplemental  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  1957,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$5,000,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  emergency  con¬ 
servation  measures. 

Rural  Community  Development  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  of  the 
Rural  Community  Development  Service  in  providing  leader¬ 
ship  and  related  services  in  carrying  out  the  rural  areas 
development  activities  of  the  Department,  $463,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  to  exceed  $3,000  shall  be  available  for  em¬ 
ployment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 
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Office  of  the  Inspector  General 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General,  mclnding  emplo^nnent  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  einplo3Tnent 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $12,276,000. 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  for  administration  of  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  field 
employment  pursuant  to  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $2,565,300. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  pa3unent  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $4,461,000. 

Office  of  Information 

SAI.ARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Infonnation  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,965,000,  of  which  total 
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appropriation  not  to  exceed  $587,000  may  be  used  for 
farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country, 
an  equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  available 
to  be  delivered  to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  fur¬ 
nished  by  the  Senators,  Eepresentatives,  and  Delegates  in 
Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417) ,  and  not  less 
than  two  hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand  two  hundred  and 
fifty  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretaiy 
(known  as  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by 
section  73  of  the  Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241)  : 
Provided,  That  in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  ex¬ 
hibits  by  the  Depaitment,  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  shall  be  available  for  employ¬ 
ment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

National  Ageicultueal  Libbaey 

SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural 
Library,  $3,166,500:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall 
he  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
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1  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $35,000  shall  be  available  for 

2  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

3  Office  of  Management  Services 

4  SALARIES  and  EXPENSES 

5  For  necessary  expenses  to  enable  the  Office  of  Manage- 

6  ment  Sendees  to  provide  management  support  services  to 

7  selected  agencies  and  offices  of  the  Department  of  Agricul- 

8  ture,  $2,821,000. 

9  General  Administration 

10  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

11  For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 

12  of  Agriculture  and  for  general  administration  of  the  Depart- 

13  ment  of  Agriculture,  repairs  and  alterations,  and  other  mis- 

14  cellaneous  supplies  and  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for 

15  and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient  work  of  the 

16  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for 

17  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $4,614,000:  Provided, 

18  That  this  appropnation  shall  be  reimbursed  from  applica1)lc 

19  appropriations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the  holding 

20  of  hearings  as  required  by  5  U.S.C.  551-558:  Provided 

21  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $2,500  of  this  amount  shall  be 

22  available  for  official  reception  and  representation  expenses, 

23  not  otherwise  provided  for,  as  detennined  by  the  Secretary. 
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TITLE  II— CEEDIT  AGENCIES 
Eueal  Electeification  Administeation 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Eural  Electri¬ 
fication  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 

LOAN  AUTHOEIZATIONS 

Eor  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  canning 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  and  to  remain  available 
without  fiscal  year  limitation  in  accordance  with  section  3(e) 
of  said  Act,  as  follows :  mral  electrification  program, 
$304,000,000,  and  mral  telephone  program,  $120,000,000. 

SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $12,805,- 
000. 

Faemees  Home  Administeation 

DIEECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and 
advances  under  section  335(a)  for  which  funds  are  not 
otherwise  available,  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Ad- 
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ministration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921),  as  amended, 
may  be  made  from  funds  available  in  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  direct  loan  account  as  follows:  real  estate 
loans,  $83,000,000;  and  o])erating  loans,  $250,000,000. 

RURAI;  HOUSING  DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 
For  direct  loans  and  related  advances  pursuant  to  section 
518  (d)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1488) , 
$15,000,000  shall  be  available  from  funds  in  the  rural  hous¬ 
ing  direct  loan  account:  Provided,  That  farmer  applicants 
for  housing  loans  shall  l)e  required  to  offer  only  such  col¬ 
lateral  security  as  is  required  of  owners  of  nonfarm  tracts. 

RURAL  ^VATER  AND  WASTE  DISPOSAL  GRANTS 

For  grants  pursuant  to  sections  306(a)  (2)  and  306 
(a)  (6)  of  the  Consolidated  Fanners  Home  Administration 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1926),  $28,000,000. 

RURAL  RENEWS AL 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  in  carrying  out  rural  renewal  activities  under  section 
32  (e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1010,  1011(e)),  $1,600,000,  to 
remain  availal)le  until  expended. 

RURAL  HOUSING  FOR  DOMESTIC  FARM  LABOR 
For  financial  assistance  to  public  nonprofit  organizations 
for  housing  for  domestic  farm  labor,  pursuant  to  section  516 
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1  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.O.  1486) , 

2  $3,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

:  5  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

4  Eor  necessary  expenses  of  the  Earmers  Home  Adminis- 

5  tration,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering  the  pro- 
(>  grams  authorized  by  the  Consolidated  Eanners  Home  Adinin- 
7  istration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921-1990),  as  amended, 

title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
1471-1490),  and  the  Rural  Rehabilitation  Corporation 

10  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.C. 

1 1  440-444) ,  $57,641,000,  together  with  not  more  than 

12  $2,250,000  of  the  charges  collected  in  connection  with 

13  the  insurance  of  loans  as  authorized  by  section  309  (e)  of 

14  the  Consolidated  Earmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961, 

15  as  amended,  and  section  514  (b)  (3)  of  the  Housing  Act  of 

16  1949,  as  amended:  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 

17  $500,000  of  the  funds  available  for  the  various  programs 

18  administered  by  this  agency  may  be  transferred  to  this  ap- 

19  propriation  for  temporary  field  employment  pursuant  to  the 

20  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 

21  (7  U.S.C.  2225)  to  meet  unusual  or  heavy  workload  increases: 

22  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  in  this  paragraph 

23  may  be  used  to  administer  a  program  which  makes  rural 

24  housing  grants  pursuant  to  section  504  of  the  Housing  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended. 
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TITLE  III— COEPOLATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of  funds 
and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  corporation 
or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such  con¬ 
tracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal  year  limita¬ 
tions  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Government  Corpora¬ 
tion  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the  current 
fiscal  year  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as  herein¬ 
after  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 
For  administrative  and  operating  expenses,  $10,487,- 

000. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  FUND 

I^ot  to  exceed  $2,850,000  of  administrative  and  operat¬ 
ing  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 
To  partially  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  for  net  realized  losses  sustained  but  not  previously  re¬ 
imbursed,  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  17,  1961  (15 
U.S.C.  713a-ll,  713a-12),  $3,188,112,500,  of  which 
$350,467,000  is  for  licjuidation  of  contract  authorization: 
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Provided,  That  no  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  he 
used  to  formulate  or  administer  programs  for  the  sale  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  pursuant  to  title  I  of  Public  Law  480, 
83d  Congress,  as  amended,  to  any  nation  which  sells  or 
furnishes  or  which  permits  shi])s  oi'  aircraft  under  its  regis¬ 
try  to  ti’ans])ort  to  North  Vietnam  any  equi])ment,  materials 
or  commodities,  so  long  as  North  Vietnam  is  governed  by 
a  Communist  regime. 

LTlVriTATTOX  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXI‘ENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  he  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law;  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $31,500,000  shall  he  available  for  administra¬ 
tive  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Provided  further.  That 
$945,000  of  this  authorization  shall  he  available  only  to 
expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the  Corporation 
pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter; 
Provided  further.  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  this 
authoiization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  apportioned 
pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  as  amended, 
for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at  such  times  as  may  be¬ 
come  necessary  to  carry  out  program  operations:  Provided 
further.  That  all  necessary  expenses  (including  legal  and 
special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  hut  not 
including  other  personal  services)  in  connection  with  the 
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1  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  or  disposi- 

2  tion  of  any  real  or  personal  property  belonging  to  the  Cor- 

3  poration  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest,  including  expenses  of 

4  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall  be  considered  as  non- 

5  administrative  expenses  for  the  purposes  hereof. 

6  PUBLIC  LAW  480 

7  Eor  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1969,  not  otherwise  re- 

8  coverable,  and  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs,  including  in- 

9  terest  thereon,  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
19  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1701- 

11  1710,  1721-1725,  1731-1736d) ,  to  remain  available  until 

12  expended,  as  follows:  (1)  sale  of  agricultural  commodities 
18  for  foreign  cuiTencies  and  for  dollars  on  credit  terms  pursuant 
11  to  title  I  of  said  Act,  $100,000,000:  Provided,  That  any 
1^  unexpended  balances  of  appropriations  heretofore  available 

under  this  heading  for  title  I  of  said  Act  may  be  merged  with 
this  appropriation;  and  (2)  commodities  disposed  of  and 
other  costs  incurred  in  comiection  with  donations  abroad, 
pursuant  to  title  II  of  said  Act,  $200,000,000. 

TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Not  to  exceed  $3,436,000  (from  assessments  collected 
21  from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the 
2^  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 
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TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law. 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed 
six  hundred  and  tw^enty-six  (626)  passenger  motor  vehicles, 
of  which  four  hundred  and  fifty-seven  (457)  shall  be 
for  replacement  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Eoreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  503.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  he  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.O.  5901-5902). 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  fimds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  he  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee 
of  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
l)ehalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  he  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  l)y  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestie  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro- 
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1  priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 

2  twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 

3  outside  of  the  United  States. 

•i  Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria- 

5  tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  au- 

6  thorized  hy  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and 

7  September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.O.  427,  1621-1629;  42  U.S.C 

8  1891-1893) ,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance 

9  with  said  Acts. 

10  Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 

11  this  Act  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the  cur- 

12  rent  fiscal  year  unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

13  Sec.  508.  None  of  the  funds  in  this  Act  shall  be  available 

14  to  finance  interdepartmental  boards,  commissions,  councils, 

15  committees,  or  similar  gToups  under  sec.  214  of  the  Inde- 

16  pendent  Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1946  (31  U.S.O.  691) 

17  which  do  not  have  prior  and  specific  Congressional  approval 

18  of  such  method  of  financial  support. 

19  Sec.  509.  Money  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall  l)e 

20  available  for  expenditure  in  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

21  1969  onl}"  to  the  extent  that  expenditure  thereof  shall  not 

22  result  in  the  net  aggregate  expenditure  of  Federal  funds  by 

23  all  agencies  ]n‘ovided  for  herein  beyond  $6, .524, 470, 89  < 
except  by  those  Commodity  Credit  Cor])oratioii  expenditures 


24 


36 


1  required  by  buv  wliieli  may  exceed  l)udget  estimates  tlierefor. 

2  Sec.  510.  No  part  of  the  funds  a])])ropriated  under  this 

3  Act  shall  he  used  to  })ay  salaries  of  any  Federal  employee 

4  who  is  eonvieted  in  any  Federal,  State,  or  local  court  of  eom- 

5  petent  jurisdietioii,  of  inciting,  ])ronioting,  or  carrying  on  a 

6  riot,  or  any  group  activity  resulting  in  material  damage  to 

I  property  or  injury  to  persons,  found  to  he  in  violation  of 
8  Federal,  State,  or  local  laws  designed  to  protect  persons  or 
h  property  in  the  eommunity  concerned. 

10  This  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul- 

I I  ture  and  Eelated  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1969’h 

Passed  the  House  of  Eepresentatives  IMay  1,  1968. 

Attest:  W.  PAT  JENNINGS, 

Clerk. 
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U,  S.  DEPARTMENT/OF  AGRICULTURE 


i  OFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
T  (FOR  INFORMATION  ONLYj 
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Ad  j  ournmen  t . 12 

Appropriations . 1,13,29 

Budgeto . 2,16,18,24 

Census. . . 19 

Credi t  unions 25 

Economic  development . 4 

Emergency  credit . . . 22 

Fisheries, . . 21 

Foreign  aid,,, . ’,23 

Forests. . . . 27 


^ued  May  27,  1968 

For  actions  of  May  24,  1968 

90th- 2nd;  No.  90 


Hea  1  ti^^  o.,.,.,,,  ,...,..9 

Housmgis,  o .  o . . . yi , ......  o  .8 

Hunger . .  17 

Lands . XuA . . .  20 

Loans . . . 7,22 

Malnutrit^n.  \  17 

Migratoi^  worke^ . ,26 

....  10 

Persc^nel. . X,.6,15 

Poil/ution. . . . X, 5,28 


Property . 23 

Recreation. . . .4 

Research. . . . 3 

Roads . . ,.,...4 

Safety . .9 

School  lunch,,... . ,11 

Soil  conservation . 18 

Taxation. . . 16 

Trust  territories . 4 

Water, . ..4,5,14 


HIGHLIGHTS;  Senate  committed reported  agriculturalXappropriation  bill.  Senate 
debated  housing  bill.  Sena^  committee  voted  to  rep^t  bill  to  establish  nationwide 
system  of  trails.  Sen.  Mondale  criticized  Senate  comroLtee's  "cutting”  school  lunch 
program  funds . 


1.  APPROPRIATIONS,  The  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amendments 
H.  R,  16913,  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill  (S.  Rept,  1138)(p.  36342), 

As  reported  by  the  Committee,  the  bill  would  provide  a  total  of  $5,536,050,300, 
ail  iiicrease  of  $12,414,800  over  the  House-passed  figure.  Attached  to  this 
Digest  is  a  copy  of  the  committee  report  showing  the  committee  actions. 
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\ 


\ 


\ 


\ 
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X.  BUDGET.  Received  from  the  President  "proposed  amendments  to  the  budg^  for 
\  the  fiscal  year  1969,  in  the  amount  of  $1.2  million  for  the  legisla^ve 
\|)ranch,  $11.1  million  to  carry  out  the  fair  housing  provision  of  me  1968 
Ci-vil  Rights  Act,  $775  thousand  for  a  new  Commission  on  Mortgage /Credit  and 
Interest  Rates,  and  $350  thousand  to  permit  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers 
to  fi^^nance  the  activities  of  the  Cabinet  Committee  on  Price  S^bility"  (S. 

DoCc  ;  to  Appropriations  Committee,  p.  S6341  / 

3.  RESEARCH c\^P as sed  as  reported  H,  R.  5404,  to  amend  the  Natifonal  Science  i 

FoundatiorrsAct  of  1950  to  make  changes  and  improvements  An  the  organization 
and  operatic  of  the  Foundation.  Sen.  Mansfield  Inse^ed  an  excerpt  from  , 
the  commit teeXreport  which  stated  the  purpose  of  the /bill  "is  to  facilitate 
the  mission  of  N:he  National  Science  Foundation  by  m^ing  much-needed  reforms  1 
in  the  organizat^n  and  the  operation  of  both  the  ^Foundation  and  its  govern-  II 
ing  body,  the  Nati^al  Science  Board,  pp.  S6332/8  j 

4.  RECREATION;  WATER;  RO^;  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMEN-y  The  Interior  and  Insular 

Affairs  Committee  vote^to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  S,  444,  to 
establish  the  Flaming  GoVge  National  Recre^ion  area  (amended);  S.  3058,  to 
increase  authorizations  f^  water  resource  planning  activities  (amended); 

S.  224,  to  provide  for  the  ^habilltatiOT  of  the  Eklutna  Dam  project,  Alaska 
(amended);  S.  3073,  to  autho^ze  fundy'to  promote  economic  development  ; 

in  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  ^cifitf' Islands  (amended);  and  S.  827,  to  estab¬ 
lish  a  nationwide  system  of  traids  (tended),  p.  D479 

5.  WATER  QUALITY,  Sen,  Hansen  insert^  the  statement  by  Gov.  Love,  Colo.,  and 

the  resolution  on  water  quality ^ahdards  as  adopted  by  the  western  Governor's 
conference  which  calls  upon  Fe^ral  ^thorities  to  rescind  or  amend  certain 
proposed  Federal  requi remen ts/Tegardin\  State  pollution  abatement  programs, 
pp.  S6338-41  /  \ 

6.  PERSONNEL.  Received  from^AO  a  report  of  tn^ opportunity  to  reduce  the 

Federal  Government's  coyt  of  medical  benefit^. furnished  Foreign  Service 
employees  overseas.  ^  S6341  \ 


7,  LOANS,  Sen.  Burdicy^was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  s\  1971,  to  amend  the  Con- 

solidated  Farmers /Home  Administration  Act  of  1961  ^authorize  loans  to  ^ 

certain  coopera ^ves  serving  farmers  and  rural  reside ts.  p,  S6343 

8,  HOUSING.  Beg^  debate  on  S.  3497,  the  proposed  Housing  ^d  Urban  Development 

Act  of  196^  pp.  S6357,  S6386-403,  S6407-17  \ 

Sen.  Fu/bri^ht  inserted  the  text  of  his  bill  lntroduced\n  the  89th  Con¬ 
gress  an^  related  items  which  correspond  to  the  purposes  of  ^tle  XIV  of 
S.  3^974  the  proposed  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  19^  which  requires 
the  P;)?4sident  to  submit  to  Congress  annual  reports  on  the  progress  in  achieving 
our  -national  goal  of  "a  decent  home  and  a  suitable  living  enviroiusent  for 
evary  American  family."  pp,  S6403-4 

9,  HEALTH;  SAFETY.  Sen.  Metcalf  Inserted  an  article  from  the  Catholic  St^dard 
/  refuting  the  opposition  of  the  U.  S.  Chamber  of  Commerce  to  the  proposeSy 

/  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act  of  1968.  pp.  S6360-1  \ 


/ 


Calendar  No.  1121 


90th  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

j  Report 

2d  Session  j 

t  No.  1138 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  RELATED  AGEN¬ 
CIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1969 


May  24,  1968. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Holland,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
submitted  the  follomng 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  16913] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  to  which  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  16913)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969, 
and  for  other  purposes,  reports  the  same  to  the  Senate  with  various 
amendments  and  presents  liereAvith  information  relative  to  the  changes 


made: 

Amount  of  bill  as  passed  House — Total  new  (obliga- 

tional)  authority _  ^$5,  523,  635,  500 

Amount  of  increase  by  Senate  committee — New 

(obligational)  authority _  12,  414,  800 


Amount  of  bill  as  reported  to  Senate — New 

(obligational)  authority^ _  ^5,  536,  050,  300 

Amount  of  1968  appropriation  act — Budget  (obli¬ 
gational)  authority  to  date  ^ _  7,  151,  605,  700 

Amount  of  estimates,  1969 — New  (obligational) 

authority _  6,  923,  979,  800 

The  bdi  as  reported  to  the  Senate: 

Under  the  appropriation  act  for  1968 _  1,  615,  555,  400 

Under  the  estimates  for  1969 — New  (obliga¬ 
tional)  authority _  —1,  387,  929,  500 


>  Includes  contract  authorization  of  $220,000,000  and  authorization  to  spend  from  debt  receipts  totalhifr 
$424,000,000,  but  excludes  sums  to  liquidate  contract  authority:  amended  by  Senate  to  include  $195,';00,000 
for  contract  authorization,  and  $449,000,000  authorization  to  spend  from  debt  receipts. 

2  Does  not  reflect  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplemental 
for  1968. 
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General  Summary  Statement  !' 

The  Senate  bill,  as  recommended  by  the  committee,  contains  $5,- 
536,050,300  of  new  obligational  authority,  representing  a  net  increase 
by  the  committee  over  the  House  bill  of  $12,414,800  and  a  reduction 
under  the  estimates  totaling  $6,923,979,800,  of  $1,387,929,500.  The 
comparative  amounts  of  new  budget  obligational  authority  for  the 

1968  Appropriation  Act,  the  estimates  for  1969  and  the  House  bill  for 

1969  compared  with  the  committee  recommendations  are  shown  in  the 
following  table  by  titles  of  the  bill. 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  ' 

t 

NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY— FISCAL  YEARS  1968  AND  1969  BUDGET  ESTIMATE,  HOUSE  BILL  AND  ’ 

SENATE  COMMITTEE  BILL  1 


1968,  1969,  1969,  1969, 

Hem  Appropriation  budget  House  Senate 

Act  estimates  bill  committee 


Title  I  general  activities - - $1,822,449,700  $1,740,878,800  $1,847,957,000  $1,831,680,800  i 

Title  II,  credit  agencies.... - -  1,301,413,000  954,919,000  527,546,000  554,724,000  ‘ 

Title  111,  corporations -  4,027,568,000  4,228,182,000  3,148,132,500  3,149,645,000 

Title  IV,  related  agencies  > _ 175,000  _ _ 


Total - -  7,151,605,700  6,923,979,800  5,523,635,500  5,536,050,300 


>  National  Advisory  Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber. 


As  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill  passed  the  House  it  carried 
a  provision,  section  509,  which  limited  expenditures  in  fiscal  year  1969 
to  the  extent  that  such  expenditures  shall  not  result  in  a  net  aggregate 
of  Federal  funds  beyond  $6,524,470,897  except  for  those  expenditures 
made  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  required  by  law.  All 
other  expenditures  carried  in  the  bill  would  thereby  be  limited  to  not 
in  excess  of  the  budget  estimates  therefor.  The  total  amount  referred 
to  in  section  509,  according  to  the  legislative  record,  is  based  upon 
the  tabulation  and  text  of  the  House  Committee  Keport  No.  1335 
beginning  on  page  5  thereof. 

The  committee  recommends  that  section  509  be  stricken  from  the 
bill  as  it  passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives. 
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TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 

Agricultural  Research  Service 

The  Agricultural  Research  Service  is  the  principal  research  agency 
within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  is  responsible  within  the 
Department  for  the  conduct  of  a  number  of  research  programs  which 
include  (a)  farm  research,  (b)  utilization  research  and  development, 
(c)  marketing  research,  (d)  nutrition  and  consumer  use  research,  and 
(e)  oversea  research  conducted  under  the  special  foreign  currency 
program,  which  is  financed  under  a  separate  appropriation  item. 

RESEARCH 

1968  Appropriation  Act — New  (obligational)  authority  to  date^..  $136,  775,  500 


Transfer  from  sec.  32 -  (15,000,000) 

Total  available,  1968 _  151,  775,  500 

1969  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  136,  273,  100 

Transfer  from  sec.  32 -  (15,  OOO,  000) 

Total  1969  estimate _  (151,  273,  100) 

House  bill,  1969^ — New  (obligational)  authority _  125,  972,  500 

Transfer  from  sec.  32 -  (15,000,000) 

Total  available.  House  bill,  1969 _  (140,  972,  500) 

House  bill  reduction  under  estimate _  10,  300,  600 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  131,  950,  600 

Transfer  from  sec.  32 - -  ( 15,  000,  000) 

Total  available _  146,  950,  600 


‘  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplemcntals  for  1968. 


RESEARCH 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $131,950,600  plus 
a  transfer  from  section  32  of  $15,000,000  for  a  total  available  in  1969 
pf  $146,950,600.  The  total  amount  recommended  is  $4,824,900  under 
the  1968  appropriation,  $4,322,500  under  the  1969  budget  estimate 
and  a  net  increase  of  $5,978, 1()0  over  the  House  biU.  Increases  and 
decreases  approved  by  the  committee  are  shown  in  the  following  table : 

INCREASES  AND  DECREASES  APPROVED  COMPARED  WITH  BUDGET  ESTIMATES 


Items  Estimate,  1969  House  bill,  1969  Senate  committee.  Difference  4-  or 


1969 

—  House  bill 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(1) 

Base  amount  1968,  adjusted _ _ 

(2) 

To  annualize  pay  costs . . 

(3) 

Activities  discontinued  in  1968 . . . 

(4) 

Nonrecurring  construction  and  planning  for 
construction^ . . 

(5) 

Lapses  from  1968  reductions _ 

Restore  research  projects  deterred  in  1968, 
and  for  staffing  laboratories . . 


1  $146, 769, 100 

1  $146, 769, 100 

-t-1, 360, 000 

4-1,360, 000 

-1,265, 500 

-1,265, 500 

-3, 350, 000 

-4,350,000 

-2,668,000 

-2,668, 000 

4-3, 509, 100 

4-1,126,900 

>$146,769,100  _ _ 

-t-1, 360,000  _ _ 

-1,265,500  . . 

-4,350,000  - . . 

-2,668,000  _ 

-i-3,509, 100  -i-$2,382,200 
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INCREASES  AND  DECREASES  APPROVED  COMPARED  WITH  BUDGET  ESTIMATES— Continued 


Hems 

Estimate,  1969 

House  bill,  1969 

Senate  committee. 

Difference  -h  or 

1969 

—  House  bill 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(7) 

Additional  staffing,  1969  estimate _ 

(8) 

Less  increment  pay  annualization,  subline  (7) _ 

(9) 

Estimated  restoration  of  research  contracts  and 

-1-1,837,400  . 

-hi,  837, 400 

-hi,  837, 400 

-241,500 

-241,500 

grants  deferred  in  1968 _ _ 

(10) 

Contingency  research  fund _ _ 

(11) 

Additional  farm,  utilization,  nutrition,  and 

-1-3,368,800  . 

-hi,  500, 000 

-hi,  500, 000 

-1-500,000  .. 

-h500, 000 

-h500,000 

marketing  research  and  estimate  (table  3) _ 

-1-1,212,200  .. 

(12) 

Totals  available _ _ 

‘  151,273,  100 

‘  140,972, 500 

‘  146,950,600 

4-5,978,100 

I  All  figures  include  $15,000,000  transfer  from  sec.  32. 


The  committee  has  concurred  in  the  House  action  in  denying  the 
budget  estimate  for  planning  funds  for  new  research  facilities  or  en¬ 
largement  of  existing  facilities.  Further,  it  directs  the  Department  to 
carefully  review  the  scale  and  scope  of  research  facilities  for  which 
planning  funds  have  previously  been  appropriated  in  order  to  make 
certain  that  such  facilities  will  be  constructed  Tvithin  the  cost  esti¬ 
mated  when  the  planning  funds  were  appropriated. 

In  addition  to  the  facilities  in  the  budget  estimate,  which  have  been 
denied,  the  committee  has  received  a  number  of  recommendations  for 
planning  funds  for  additional  research  facilities.  Several  of  these  pro¬ 
posed  facilities  have  been  on  priority  lists,  such  as  soil  and  water 
research,  and  in  other  instances  the  committee  has  received  feasibility 
reports  setting  forth  research  program  needs  and  facility  requirements. 

The  committee,  by  its  action  in  restoring  a  part  of  the  1968  reduc¬ 
tions,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218,  has  demonstrated  its  continuing 
interest  in  the  importance  and  need  for  agricultural  research,  especially 
in  the  staffing  and  equipping  of  recently  constructed  laboratories,  and 
the  most  essential  contract  and  grant  research  deferred  in  1968,  and 
reinstatement  of  $1  million  for  the  contingency  research  fund. 

The  committee  expects  the  Department  to  initiate  requests  for  the 
funding  of  facilities  upon  which  feasibility  reports  have  been  received 
as  soon  as  the  general  fiscal  situation  improves. 

It  is  expected  that  the  agency  will  continue  marketing  research  on 
wholesaling  and  retailing  next  year  and  that  it  will  eidist  industry 
matching  to  support  this  research  program  for  continuation  of  its 
operation  after  the  fiscal  1969. 

PLANT  AND  ANIMAL  DISEASE  AND  PEST  CONTROL 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  i _ $85,  802,  000 

1968  reduction  (Public  Law  90-218) _  _ 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority-- _  88,  647,  500 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  85,  298,  500 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  88,  239,  500 


■  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplemental  for  1968 
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The  appropriations  recommended  under  this  heading  are  used  by 
the  Department  to  conduct  a  wide  range  of  regulatory  plant  and 
animal  disease  and  pest  control  programs.  Most  of  the  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  are  for  the  purpose  of  eradicating  plant  pest  insects  and  animal 
diseases  which  have  been  introduced  to  the  United  States,  or  to 
supervise  the  import  and  export  of  plants  and  animals  and  to  carry 
out  a  plant  and  animal  quarantine  service  at  ports  of  entry.  Funds 
are  also  provided  to  administer  various  regulatory  acts,  such  as 
pesticide  regulations,  the  Virus-Serum-Toxin  Act,  eradication  of  hog 
cholera  and  a  new  act  entitled  the  “Laboratory  Animal  Welfare  Act 
of  1966”  (Public  Law  89-544). 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $88,239,500  for 
the  coming  fiscal  year,  an  increase  of  $2,437,500  over  the  1968  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  $408,000  under  the  estimate  for  1969,  and  $2,941,000 
over  the  House  bill.  The  House  bill  provided  a  net  reduction  under 
the  1968  appropriation  of  $503,500  of  which  $403,000  was  a  decrease 
'in  the  hog  cholera  program.  In  general,  the  House  bill  maintained 
the  operations  at  the  1968  level.  In  spite  of  the  need  for  economy, 
some  of  the  activities  financed  under  this  heading  require  additional 
funding  to  keep  current  mth  objectives  and  needs.  The  folloMng 
changes  from  the  House  bill  are  included: 

For  plant  quarantine  inspection  at  ports  of  entry,  an  increase  of 
$300,000  of  $328,000  requested  in  the  budget  estimate  is  recommended, 
making  a  total  available  of  $11,955,100. 

For  administration  of  the  veterinary  biologies  program  under  the 
Virus-Serum-Toxin  Act,  an  increase  of  $200,000  of  $303,000  requested 
in  the  budget  for  this  item  is  recommended,  making  a  total  available 
of  $2,673,400. 

For  mandatory  registration  and  enforcement  activities  under  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Roden ticide  Act,  an  increase 
of  $100,000  of  the  $255,000  program  increase  requested  is  recom¬ 
mended,  thereby  making  $3,782,500  available  for  this  activity. 

For  the  cooperative  fire  ant  eradication  program,  an  additional 
$2,041,000  is  recommended.  This  increased  amount,  together  with  the 
$3,959,000  included  in  the  House  biU  will  provide  $6  million  for  1969 

> compared  with  $6,438,800  appropriated  last  year.  The  committee 
expects  the  Department  to  use  the  increased  funds  and  other  funds 
provided  to  carry  out  matching  eradication  treatments  on  the  fireant 
to  the  extent  matching  funds  are  available  from  the  States  and  local 
sources. 

During  the  hearings  and  based  upon  subsequent  information  fur¬ 
nished  to  the  Committee,  the  inadequacy  of  the  administration  of  the 
Laboratory  Animal  Welfare  Act  was  clearly  indicated.  Last  year  in 
the  conference  agreement  a  minimum  of  $1,200,000  of  financing  was 
agreed  to  with  the  understanding  that  amounts  above  $300,000 
specifically  set  aside  for  this  activity  would  be  derived  from  other 
projects  and  activities  financed  under  this  appropriation  head. 

Testimony  presented  to  the  committee  by  organizations  interested 
in  the  protection  of  research  animals  showed  the  deplorable  conditions 
which  continue  to  prevail.  The  hearing  record  shows  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  released  an  additional  $100,000  to  step  up  the  funding  of  this 
activity  during  the  last  quarter  of  the  current  fiscal  year.  This  level, 
if  maintained,  would  provide  $600,000  annually.  In  view  of  the  urgency 
of  this  situation,  the  committee  has  included  an  additional  appropria- 
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tion  of  $300,000  in  the  base  for  this  activity  for  the  coming  fiscal  year, 
thereby  making  a  total  of  $608,700  available  with  the  expectation 
that  other  sources  will  be  utilized  to  reach  a  minimum  of  $1,200,000 
annually  as  agreed  to  a  year  ago.  1'lie  committee  asked  the  Director 
of  Budget  and  Finance  to  apjnise  it  of  the  situation  as  to  financing  for 
this  activity  and  there  follows  a  letter,  dated  May  17,  1968,  from  Mr. 
(Charles  L.  Grant,  Budget  Officer  for  the  Dej)artment  of  Agriculture; 


U.S.  Depaktment  of  Aguicultuue, 

Office  of  Budget  and  Finance, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  17,  1968. 

Hon.  SpEssARD  L.  Holland, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Related, 
Agencies,  Committee  on  Appropriations,  U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  (Chairman:  This  resjionds  to  the  request  of  you  and 
Senator  Hruska  on  the  amount  which  would  be  necessary  to  administer 
IJio  Laboratory  Animal  Welfare  Act  in  fiscal  year  1969  at  the  same  rate 
it  is  being  carried  out  at  the  present  time. 

The  budget  for  1969  ami  the  bill  iiassed  by  the  House  provides 
$308,700. 

In  March  1969  AKS  assigned  jiersonnel  from  other  jirograms  to 
work  on  tiie  enforcement  activities  under  the  act  during  the  period 
March  (brough  Juno  in  an  amount  equivalent  to  $100,000. 

This  amounts  to  assignment  of  personnel  at  an  annual  rate  of 
$300,000.  Thus,  to  provide  an  appropriation  in  1969  equivalent  to  the 
present  rate  would  requu-e  an  appropriation  of  $608,700.  This  consists 
of  the  $308,700  in  tlie  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  together  with 
$300,000  for  ])ersonnel  assigned  from  other  activities. 

ddiis  work  involves  registration  of  dealers  and  handlers,  inspection 
of  doaleis  and  research  facilities,  investigating  apparent  violations 
and  develojiing  cases  for  jirosecution  and  similar  activities.  It  does 
not  include  research  on  methods  to  improve  care  and  handling  of 
laboratory  animals. 

Please  let  me  know  if  you  need  any  additional  information. 

Sincerely  yours, 

(hiARLES  L.  Grant,  Budget  Officer. 


SALAUIES  ANI)  E.XPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY  PROGRAM) 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  ' _ _ $8,  500,  000 

1969  liudgot  estimates  of  new  (obligational)  authority _ _  12,  700,  000 

House  bill — now  (obligational)  authority . . . .  4,500,000 

Committee  recommendation — now  (obligational  ) authority .  4,  500,  000 


■  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  I’liljlic  Law  00  218  and  excludes  proposed  supplemcntnls  for  1968. 

Overseas  research  utilizing  foreign  currencies  under  section  104(b)(1) 
and  (3)  of  Public  Law  480,  as  amended,  suiiplements  and  complements 
research  conducted  in  the  U.S.  and  financed  by  regular  dollar  appro- 
jiriations.  These  foreign  research  jirojects  do  not  duplicate  or  displace 
(lomestic  research  conducted  by  the  Dejiartment  or  its  cooperators. 
Since  tliese  jirojects  are  of  mutual  interest  to  the  United  States  and 
the  liost  countries,  in  addition  to  developing  scientific  information 
of  great  imiiortance  to  American  agriculture,  the  research  under  this 
program  is  making  a  contribution  to  the  solution  of  agricultural 
])roblems  of  the  lesser  developed  countries  in  which  it  is  carried  out. 
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The  appropriation  recommended  for  next  fiscal  year  is  $4,500,000, 
a  reduction  of  $8,200,000  under  the  estimate,  same  as  the  House 
amount  and  $4,000,000  under  the  1968  appropriation  act. 


Cooperative  State  Research  Service 


PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  ^ - 

1969  budget  eetimates — New  (obligational)  authority - 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority - 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority 


$63,  113,  000 
62,  179,  000 
58,  958,  000 
61,  125,  000 


1  E.tcludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplemcntals  for  1968 


1955 


1946 


1962 


The  Cooperative  State  Research  Service  was  established  by  Secre¬ 
tary’s  Memorandum  No.  1462,  dated  July  19,  1961,  and  supplement 
1,  dated  August  31,  1961,  under  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953. 

)The  primary  function  of  the  Service  is  to  administer  acts  of  Congress 
that  authorize  Federal  appropriations  for  agricultural  research  carried 
on  by  the  State  agricultural  experiment  stations  of  the  50  States  and 
Puerto  Rico,  by  approved  schools  of  forestry  and  nonprofit  institutions. 
Acts  under  which  payments  to  States  may  be  made  include; 

1.  Agricultural  Experiment  Stations  Act  of  August  11, 
(Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended,  7  U.S.C.  361a-361i). 

2.  Section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of 
(7  U.S.C.  1623). 

3.  Cooperative  Forestry  Research  Act  of  October  10, 

(16  U.S.C.  582-582a-7).  ,  , 

4.  Act  of  September  6,  1958  (42  U.S.C.  1891-1893)  and  the 
act  of  August  4,  1965  (7  U.S.C.  450b),  authorizing  grants  for 
support  of  scientific  research. 

5.  ResearchFacilities  Actof  July22,  1963  (7  U.S.C.  399-390k) 
Administration  of  payments  and  grants  involves  the  review  and 
approval  in  advance  of  each  individual  research  proposal  submitted  by 
a  State  agricultural  experiment  station  or  other  institution  to  be 
financed  in  whole  or  in  part  from  Federal  grant  funds,  the  disburse¬ 
ment  of  the  funds,  and  the  continuous  review  and  evaluation  of 
\research  programs  and  expenditures  thereunder.  The  Service  also 
^ encourages  and  assists  in  the  establishment  and  niaintenance  of 
cooperation  within  and  between  the  States,  and  participates  in  the 
planning  and  coordination  of  research  programs  between  the  States 
and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  program  coordination  and  planning  is  carried  out  by  a  Cooj^ra- 
tive  State  Research  Service  staff  located  entirely  in  Washington,  D.C. 

The  committee  recommends  a  total  appropriation  of  $61,125,000  to 
finance  the  various  programs  administered  by  the  Cooperative  State 
Research  Service,  including  the  cost  of  administration.  The  total 
amount  recommended  is  a  decrease  of  $1,988,000  under  the  amount 
appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1968,  $2,167,000  over  the  amount  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  House  bill,  and  $1,054,000  under  the  fiscal  year  1969 


budget  request. 

The  specific  amounts  recommended  are  as  follows: 

For  payments  to  the  State  experiment  stations  under  the  Hatch 
Act,  as  amended,  the  Senate  bill  includes  $54,965,000,  the  same  amount 
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appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1968,  and  the  fiscal  year  1969  budget 
request.  This  amount  is  $3,852,000  over  the  amount  recommended 
in  the  House  bUl  for  this  item. 

For  grants  to  States  for  cooperative  forestry  research,  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  $3,485,000,  the  fiscal  year  1968  appropriated 
amount,  and  the  fiscal  year  1969  budget  request.  This  is  $115,000  over 
the  amount  in  the  House  bUl. 

An  appropriation  of  $2  million  is  included  in  the  Senate  bUl  for  con¬ 
tracts  and  grants  for  research.  This  is  the  same  amount  as  for  fiscal 
year  1968,  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  and  $200,000  over  the 
House  bill. 

The  committee  has  not  recommended  an  appropriation  for  grants  to 
the  States  for  facilities.  The  1969  budget  requested  $1  million  and 
the  House  bill  included  $2  million  for  this  purpose.  The  committee  is 
of  the  opinion  that  until  such  time  as  the  program  is  increased  to  a 
level  where  the  States’  allocation  will  be  sufl&cient  to  accomplish 
meaningful  results,  the  program  should  be  eliminated.  ( 

For  Federal  administration,  the  Senate  committee  recommends 
$365,000.  This  is  an  increase  of  $12,000  over  the  amount  appropriated 
for  fiscal  year  1968,  $54,000  under  the  budget  request,  and  the  same 
amount  provided  in  the  House  bUl. 

The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  report  statement  that 
funds  provided  for  the  research  and  extension  program  of  the  land- 
grant  universities  should  be  used  to  maintain  the  Federal  share  of 
salaries  on  a  basis  comparable  to  those  of  other  Federal  employees 
for  payments  under  the  Hatch  Act  amount  formula  and  directs  that 
the  amounts  increased  be  used  for  this  purpose  in  the  States  where 
necessary. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 


0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Estimates  and  recommendations 

Payments  to 
States  and 
Puerto  Rico 

Retirement 

and 

employees' 
compensation 
fund  costs  to 
extension 
agents 

Penalty  mail 

Federal 

extension 

service 

Total 

{ 

(1) 

Appropriation,  1968.. . 

(2) 

,.  $81,917,500 

$8,818,500 

$3,113, 000 

$2, 753, 000 

$96,602,000 

Reduction  under  Public  Law  90-218 _ 

(3) 

.  -3,385,000 

-2, 020 

-3,387,020 

Budget  estimate,  1969 . 

(4) 

.  81,917,500 

9,333, 500 

3, 500, 000 

2, 878, 000 

97,629, 000 

House  bill,  1969 . 

(5) 

.  78, 532, 500 

8, 818, 500 

3,299,000 

2,838, 000 

93,488, 000 

Senate  committee  recommendations.... 

.  81,917,500 

9, 333, 500 

3,299,000 

2,838,000 

97,388,000 

The  cooperative  agricultural  extension  program  was  established 
by  the  Smith-Lever  Act  of  May  8,  1914,  as  amended.  Extension 
educational  work  is  also  authorized  under  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946. 

The  basic  job  of  the  Cooperative  Extension  Service  is  to  help 
people  identify  and  solve  their  farm,  home,  and  community  problems 
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through  use  of  research  findings  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  the  State  land-grant  colleges,  and  programs  administered  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

State  and  county  extension  work  is  financed  from  State,  county,  and 
Federal  sources.  The  funds  provided  are  used  within  the  States  for 
the  employment  of  county  agents,  home  demonstration  agents,  4-H 
Club  agents.  State  specialists,  and  others  who  conduct  the  joint  edu¬ 
cational  programs  adapted  to  local  problems  and  conditions.  The 
county  extension  service  serves  as  the  focal  point  within  the  counties 
in  leadership  and  coordination  of  the  educational  aspects  of  all 
Federal  programs. 

The  total  amount  recommended  for  cooperative  extension  work, 
for  payments  and  expenses- is  $97,388,000,  a  net  increase  of  $786,000 
over  the  appropriations  for  fiscal  1968,  a  decrease  of  $241,000  under 
the  budget  estimate  and  a  net  increase  of  $3,900,000  over  the  House. 
The  committee  has  restored  the  appropriation  level  for  fiscal  1968  for 
the  items  as  indicated  in  the  foregoing  table  and  described  in  detail 
below. 

An  appropriation  of  $81,917,500  is  recommended  by  the  committee 
for  payments  and  expenses  for  cooperative  extension  work.  The 
amount  recommended  for  payments  to  States  under  sections  3(b)  and 
3(c)  of  the  Smith-Lever  Act  is  $81,917,500,  which  is  $3,385,000  over 
the  House  bill,  and  the  same  as  the  budget  estimate  and  the  1968 
Appropriation  Act. 

The  committee  expects  the  use  of  these  additional  funds  to  be 
directed  to  the  adjustment  of  salaries  for  county  extension  workers, 
where  necessary,  to  provide  increases  for  these  workers  comparable 
to  those  received  by  Federal  employees  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-206. 

The  committee  has  recommended  an  appropriation  of  $9,333,500 
for  mandatory  retirement  costs  for  extension  agents.  This  is  the  budget 
estimate  and  $515,000  over  the  House  bill  and  the  1968  Appropriation 
Act. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $3,299,000  for 
penalty  mail  cost.  This  is  the  same  amount  as  recommended  in  the 
House  bill,  $201,000  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  $186,000  over 
■  the  1968  Appropriation  Act. 

'  An  appropriation  of  $2,838,000  is  recommended  for  expenses  of  the 
Federal  Extension  Service  which  provides  leadership  and  coordination 
service  and  administers  the  Federal  law  authorized  in  extension  work. 
This  is  $40,000  under  the  budget  estimate,  $85,000  over  the  1968 
Appropriation  Act,  and  the  same  as  the  House  recommendation. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  ^ - $1,  304,  000 

1968  reduction  (P.L.  90-218) - 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority -  1,  848,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority - - -  1,  341,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority -  1,  341,  000 


>  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplcmcntals  lor  1968. 

The  Farmer  Cooperative  Service  was  established  after  approval  of 
the  Farm  Credit  Act  of  1953  which  authorized  the  transfer  of  functions 
of  the  agency  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

S.  Kept.  1138  O,  90-2 - 2 
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This  agency  is  assigned  the  functions  of  programs  authorized  by  the 
Cooperative  Marketing  Act  of  July  2,  1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457)  per¬ 
taining  to  cooperative  marketing.  It  is  also  assigned  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  research  relating  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects  of 
farmer  cooperatives,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946. 

The  Farmer  Cooperative  Service  conducts  research;  advises  directly 
with  cooperative  leaders  and  others;  promotes  cooiDerative  organiza¬ 
tion  and  development  through  other  Federal  and  State  agencies;  and 
publishes  results  of  its  research,  issues  news  for  Farmer  Cooperatives 
and  provides  other  educational  material. 

The  Farmer  Cooperative  Service  program  is  directed  toward  helping 
(1)  farmers  get  better  prices  for  their  products  and  reduce  operating- 
expenses,  (2)  rural  and  smalltown  residents  to  use  cooperatives  to 
develop  rural  resources,  (3)  rural  cooperatives  to  expend  their  serv¬ 
ices  and  operate  more  efficiently,  and  (4)  all  people  of  the  Nation 
to  understand  the  work  of  these  cooperatives. 

An  appropriation  of  $1,341,000  is  proposed,  the  same  as  the  House 
bill  which  is  $507,000  under  the  estimates  and  includes  an  increase 
over  1968  of  $37,000  for  pay  costs. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  was  established  by  the  act  of  April 
27,  1935.  This  agency  administers  programs  of  technical  assistance 
to  soil  conservation  districts  and  other  cooperators,  to  watershed 
groups  and  to  Federal  and  State  agencies  having  responsibility  in 
providing  physical  adjustments  in  water  and  land  use  for  the  purpose 
of  conserving  soil  and  water  resources.  It  also  provides  technical 
services  for  general  agricultural  improvements  and  for  reducing 
damage  resulting  from  flood  and  sedimentation. 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  ' _ $113,  500,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  116,  313,  000  ^ 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  114,  893,  000  (1 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  114,  893,  000 


'  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-  218  and  excludes  proposed  supplementals  for  1968. 

Under  the  appropriation  “Conservation  operations”  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  provides  technical  assistance  to  farmers  and  ranchers. 
It  also  furnishes  technical  assistance  to  cooperators  in  soil  and  water 
conservation  districts  and  to  other  landowners  in  developing  plans 
and  applying  conservation  treatments.  It  makes  soil  surveys  to  deter¬ 
mine  land  capabilities  and  conservation  treatment  needs  and  publishes 
soil  siu-vey  reports  and  maps.  In  the  Western  States  it  conducts  snow 
surveys  to  develop  streamflow  forecasts  as  an  aid  to  efficient  seasonal 
use  of  water  for  irrigation  and  other  purposes.  The  operation  of  plant 
material  centers  to  test  promising  new  species  of  plant  materials  is 
also  financed  under  this  appropriation  heading. 

An  appropriation  of  $114,893,000,  the  amount  of  the  House  bill 
and  $1,420,000  under  the  estimate,  is  recommended  for  fiscal  1969. 
The  increase  of  $1,393,000  over  the  1968  appropriation  is  for  pay  costs 
incurred  in  1968. 
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WATERSHED  PLANNING 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  ^ - 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority - 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority--. - - 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority 


$6,  000,  000 
6,  224,  000 
6,  165,  000 
6,  165,  000 


'  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  00-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplementals  lor  1968. 


Funds  appropriated  under  this  heading  are  used  to  conduct  investi¬ 
gations  and  surveys  of  proposed  watershed  projects  in  response  to 
requests  made  by  sponsoring  local  organizations  and  to  assist  in  the 
development  of  watershed  work  plans. 

An  appropriation  of  $6,165,000  is  recommended  for  fiscal  1969. 
This  is  an  increase  over  the  1968  appropriation  of  $165,000  for  pay 
costs  approved  in  1968  and  is  $59,000  under  the  budget  estimate. 
The  amount  approved  will  enable  the  agency  to  complete  approxi- 
^mately  95  new  watershed  plans  during  fiscal  1969. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

The  committee  recommended  in  its  report  last  year  that  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  items,  “river  basin  surveys  and  development”  and 
“installation  of  works  of  improvement  and  related  loan  expenses”  be 
shown  as  separate  appropriation  items  in  order  to  avoid  confusion 
as  to  amounts  actually  available  in  the  item  for  “works  of  improve¬ 
ment  on  approved  watershed  projects.”  It  is  proposed,  therefore,  to 
amend  the  bill  this  year  to  include  a  separate  appropriation  heading 
for  each  of  these  two  items. 


RIVER  BASIN  SURVEYS  AND  INVESTIGATIONS 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date - 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority - 

Committee  recommendation - 


$8,  503,  000 
8,  780,  000 
8,  780,  000 
8,  780,  000 


Funds  under  this  new  appropriation  heading  are  authorized  by 
section  6  of  Public  Law  566,  83d  Congress,  which  authorizes  the 
IBecretary  of  Agriculture  to  cooperate  with  other  Federal,  State,  and 
^ocal  agencies  in  making  surveys  and  investigations  of  the  watersheds 
of  rivers  and  other  waterways  as  a  basis  for  the  development  of 
coordinated  water  and  related  land  resource  programs. 

For  river  basin  surveys  and  investigations,  the  committee  recom¬ 
mends  $8,780,000.  This  is  the  budget  estimate,  the  House  ainount, 
and  $277,000  over  the  amount  provided  in  the  1968  appropriation 
for  pay  costs  incurred  in  1968. 


WORKS  OF  IMPROVEMENT 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority - 

Committee  recommendation - 


$61,  900,  000 
33,  368,  000 
56,  220,  000 
2  57,  907,  000 


1  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplementals  tor  19CS. 

2  In  addition  carry  over  balance  estimated  at  $5,691,000  will  be  available  m  fiscal  year  1969. 
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Under  this  appropriation  is  financed  the  administration  of  the  water¬ 
shed  protection  program  including  the  installation  of  planned  works  of 
improvement  in  approved  watershed  projects  to  reduce  erosion,  flood- 
water,  and  sediment  damage,  and  to  further  the  development  of  con¬ 
servation  measures  to  utilize  and  dispose  of  water,  including  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities. 

A  loan  limitation  is  also  provided  within  the  item  but  the  loan  funds 
are  derived  from  the  direct  loan  account.  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration. 

For  “installation  of  works  of  improvement  and  the  related  loan 
expenses”  an  appropriation  of  $57,907,000  is  recommended.  This 
amount  is  $1,687,000  over  the  House  bill,  $24,539,000  over  the  1969 
budget  request  and  $3,993,000  under  the  1968  Appropriation  Act. 

The  committee  recommendation  of  $57,907,000  plus  a  carryover  of 
$5,691,000  will  provide  a  total  obligational  level  of  $63,598,000  for 
1969.  This  matches  the  level  provided  by  the  Congress  in  the  fiscal  M 
year  1968  Appropriation  Act,  but  does  not  meet  fully  the  funding  * 
requirements  to  complete  construction  in  approved  watersheds  on 
the  basis  of  project  construction  plans. 

Continuation  of  works  of  improvement  at  the  fiscal  year  1968  level 
represents  a  further  attempt  to  correct  the  imbalance  between  plan¬ 
ning  and  construction  which  has  already  resulted  in  delay  and  subse¬ 
quent  additional  costs  in  the  final  construction  of  the  projects. 

In  spite  of  stringent  economy  measures  which  are  necessarily  being 
enacted,  it  is  believed  that  the  completion  of  watershed  projects  is 
essential  to  the  development  and  maintenance  of  our  national  soil  and 
water  resources.  An  estimated  80  construction  starts  were  estimated 
in  the  1969  budget  estimate,  and  the  level  of  financing  recommended 
will  enable  the  agency  to  allocate  funds  to  new  starts  on  a  more 
adequ'^te  basis. 

Fuither,  approximately  one-third  of  the  cost  of  small  watershed 
projects  is  financed  from  State  and  local  sources  which  is  unusual  in 
public-works-type  improvements. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION  ^ 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  * _ $25,  753,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  12,  395,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  20,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _ _  17,500,000 


•  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplejnentals  for  1968. 

The  service  has  general  responsibility  for  administration  of  the 
flood  prevention  program  including  the  development  of  guiding 
principles  and  procedures.  The  activities  conducted  in  the  11  author¬ 
ized  watersheds  include:  (a)  planning  and  installing  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  for  flood  prevention  and  for  the  conservation,  development, 
utilization,  and  disposal  of  water,  including  the  development  of 
recreational  facilities  and  impovement  of  fish  and  wildlife  habitat; 
and  (b)  the  making  of  loans  to  local  organizations  to  help  finance 
the  local  share  of  the  cost  of  carrying  out  planned  watershed  works 
of  improvement. 

An  appropriation  of  $17,500,000  is  recommended  for  flood  preven¬ 
tion,  for  construction  and  other  activities  in  11  authorized  watersheds. 
This  is  $2,500,000  under  the  House  bill  and  an  increase  of  $5,105,000 
over  the  estimate  and  a  decrease  of  $8,253,000  under  the  1968  Appro- 
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priation  Act.  It  is  estimated  that  $6  million  of  unobligated  funds  will 
be  carried  forward  from  fiscal  1968,  thereby  providing  for  a  program 
level  of  $23,500,000  for  the  next  fiscal  year. 

GBEAT  PLAINS  CONSEKVATION  PEOGRAM 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  ‘ -  $16,  336,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — new  (obligational)  authority -  13,  414,  000 

House  bill — new  (obligational)  authority -  16,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation — new  (obligational)  authority -  16,  000,  000 


>  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplementals  for  1968. 

Under  this  heading  is  financed  the  cost-sharing  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  by  Pubhc  Law  1021,  84th  Congress,  under  which 
farmers  and  ranchers  in  designated  counties  of  the  Great  Plains  States 
enter  into  long-term  contracts  to  make  needed  land  use  adjustments 
and  to  install  essential  soil  and  water  conservation  measures  specified 
in  the  basic  conservation  plans  developed  by  technicians  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $16  million  for 
fiscal  1969.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $336,000  under  the  appropriation  for 
1968  and  an  increase  of  $2,586,000  over  the  budget  estimate.  The 
amount  provided  is  the  same  as  carried  in  the  House  bill  and  will 
enable  the  agency  to  meet  some  of  the  additional  conservation  work 
needs  in  the  Great  Plains  conservation  program.  The  number  of 
unserviced  applications  continues  to  increase  and  mthout  the  addi¬ 
tional  funds  provided  herein,  a  still  greater  backlog  would  result  under 
the  budget  estimate  which  proposed  to  reduce  this  program  by 
$2,922,000. 


RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  ^ -  $6,  129,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — new  (obligational)  authority -  6,  474,  000 

House  bill — new  (obligational)  authority.. - - -  6,  256,  000 

Committee  recommendation — new  (obligational)  authority - .  6,  474,  000 


1  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplementals  for  1968. 

Under  this  appropriation  is  financed  the  resource  conservation  and 
development  technical  program  authorized  under  section  102,  title  I, 
of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962.  Funds  appropriated  are  used 
to  conduct  investigations  and  to  make  surveys  in  designated  areas 
with  local  sponsorb  for  the  purpose  of  developing  an  overall  program 
and  plan  of  land  conservation  and  utilization  and  resource  develop¬ 
ment.  Funds  are  also  used  to  make  loans  for  resource  development 
and  improvements  on  private  lands  in  approved  projects. 

An  appropriation  of  $6,474,000  is  recommended  for  the  expemes  of 
this  program  during  fiscal  1969.  This  represents  an  increase  of  $218,000 
over  the  House  bill  and  $345,000  over  the  appropriation  for  1968.  The 
increased  amounts  over  1968  include  $135,000  for  pay  act  costs  which 
were  included  in  the  House  bill,  together  with  an  increase  of  $218,000 
for  10  additional  pilot  projects  proposed  in  the  budget  but  denied  in 
the  House-passed  bill. 


S.  Kept.  1138  O.  90-2 
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Economic  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  ' -  $12,  421,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority -  13,  964,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  12,  789,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority -  13,  089,  000 


1  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplementals  for  1968- 

The  Economic  Research  Service  was  established  by  Secretary’s 
Memorandum  No.  1446,  supiilement  No.  1,  of  April  3,  1961,  under 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953  and  other  authorities.  The  Serv¬ 
ice  develops  and  carries  out  a  program  of  economic  research  designed 
lo  benefit  farmers  and  the  general  public.  The  findings  of  this  research 
are  made  available  to  farmers  and  others  through  research  reports 
and  through  economic  outlook  and  situation  reports  on  major  com¬ 
modities,  the  national  economy,  and  the  international  economy. 

The  principal  types  of  research  activity  conducted  by  the  agency 
deal  with  economic  iiroblems  of  domestic  agricultural  production, 
economic  and  cost  analyses  relating  to  specific  agricultural  com¬ 
modities;  and  economic  analyses  and  study  of  supply,  demand  and 
trade  in  farm  products  produced  in  foreign  countries  and  their  imiiact 
on  prospects  for  U.S.  exports. 

An  apiiropriation  of  $13,089,000  is  recommended  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year,  an  increase  over  the  House  bill  of  $300,000  and  over  the 
1968  appropriation  act  of  $668,000,  and  $875,000  under  the  budget 
estimate. 

The  increased  amounts  are  $368,000  for  [lay  costs  pursuant  to 
Public  Law  90-206,  and  $300,000  of  $603,000  increase  requested 
and  denied  by  the  House  for  developing  better  and  more  reliable 
data  on  rural  areas.  The  amount  recommended  will  enable  the  agency 
to  develop  better  source  data  dealing  with  population,  employment, 
income,  levels  of  living,  services  and  facilities,  industrial  income  and 
related  data  on  50  rural  subregions. 

Statistical  Reporting  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  ' - $13,  830,  500 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority - -  14,  674,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority - -  14,  184,  500 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority -  14,  467,  500 


'  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplementals  for  1908- 

The  Statistical  Reporting  Service  was  established  by  Secretary’s 
Memorandum  No.  1446,  supplement  1,  of  April  3,  1961,  under  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  and  other  authorities.  The  Service 
was  created  to  give  coordinated  leadership  to  the  statistical  reporting 
research  and  service  jirograms  of  the  Department.  It  provides  a 
channel  for  the  orderly  flow  of  statistical  intelligence  about  the  agri¬ 
cultural  economy  of  this  country.  The  primary  responsibilities  of  this 
Service  are  the  nationwide  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  coordination 
and  improvement  in  the  Department’s  statistical  requirements,  and 
special  surveys  of  market  potentials  for  agricultural  products. 
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The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $14,467,500  for 
fiscal  1969,  an  increase  of  $283,000  over  the  House  bill  and  $206,500 
under  the  estimate.  The  increase  over  the  1968  appropriation  includes 
an  increase  of  $180,000  as  requested  in  the  estimate  for  postage  costs 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-206.  This  represents  an  increase  of  $149,000 
over  the  House  bill,  thereby  providing  a  total  of  $1,216,000  for  postage 
costs.  The  House  approved  amount  of  $385,000  for  pay  costs  incurred 
in  1968  and  recommended  a  decrease  of  $134,000  under  the  estimate. 
The  committee  has  restored  the  budget  estimate  of  $519,000  for 
pay  costs  in  1968  and  1969,  making  $519,000  available  for  this  purpose. 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

The  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service  was  established  February  8, 
1965,  pursuant  to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  under  terms  of 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (58  Stat.  742).  The 
Service  provides  consumer  protection  through  mandatory  meat  and 
poultry  inspection  for  wholesomeness  and  aids  in  improving  the  diet 
of  consumers  through  the  school  lunch,  special  milk,  and  food  stamp 
programs  and  through  direct  distribution  of  commodities  acquired 
under  section  32  and  CCC.  Through  its  marketing  and  regulatory 
programs  it  aids  in  advancing  orderly  and  efficient  marketing  and 
effective  distribution  of  products  from  the  Nation’s  farms. 

CONSUMER  PROTECTIVE,  MARKETING  AND  REGULATORY  PROGRAMS 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  * _  $89,  310,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  119,  846,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  118,  989,  500 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority - ^  116,  314,  500 


'  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplementals  for 
1968. 

3  Of  this  amount  $13,440,250  placed  in  reserve  by  House  pending  reorganization  of  inspection  activities. 


Under  this  appropriation  heading,  funds  are  appropriated  to  ad¬ 
minister  programs  authorized  to  provide  service  and  regulatory 
function  concerned  with  the  orderly  marketing  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  including: 

(a)  Market  news  service  to  provide  timely  and  reliable  market 
reports  on  all  major  agricultural  commodities  to  help  farmers  de¬ 
termine  when,  where,  and  at  what  price  to  sell  their  products; 

(b)  Meat  inspection  to  assure  that  all  meat  and  meat  products 
produced  in  plants  shipping  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
are  wholesome,  and  that  foreign  establishments  producing  meat 
products  for  export  to  the  United  States  meet  Federal  standards 
for  sanitation  and  wholesomeness  of  product,  and  to  provide 
technical  and  financial  assistance  to  States  for  improving  their 
meat  inspection  programs; 

(c)  Poultry  inspection  to  assure  that  all  poultry  meat  and 
poultry  meat  products  moving  in  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce  are  wholesome; 

{d)  Other  inspection,  grading,  classing,  and  standardization 
services  to  develop  standards  of  quality  and  condition  for  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  to  use  them  in  providing  an  impartial 
inspection,  classing,  and  grading  service;  and 

(e)  Regulatory  activities  covering  administration  of  laws  aimed 
at  protecting  farmers  and  others  from  financial  loss  resulting  from 
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deceptive,  careless,  and  fraudulent  marketing  practices,  and 
providing  assistance  in  obtaining  and  maintaining  equitable 
transportation  rates  and  services  on  farm  supplies  and  products. 

An  appropriation  of  $116,314,500  is  recommended  for  fiscal  year 
1969  for  carrying  out  the  several  enumerated  programs  financed  from 
this  appropriation.  The  recommended  amount  is  a  net  increase  of 
$27,004,500  over  the  1968  Appropriation  Act,  a  reduction  of  $3,531,500 
below  the  budget  estimate  and  $2,675,000  under  the  House  biU.  The 
increases  over  1968  include  $100,000  to  restore  funds  for  six  market 
news  offices  scheduled  to  be  closed  at  the  end  of  fiscal  1968  and 
$50,000  additional  to  expand  a  cooperatively  financed  market  news 
service  on  floriculture.  The  floral  industry  has  pledged  to  match  this 
appropriation  of  $50,000  and  the  affected  States  have  pledged  $35,000 
additional.  The  enlarged  market  news  service  will  cover  flower  and 
related  crops  in  Florida,  Denver,  Chicago,  and  the  Boston  areas. 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  inclusion  by  the  House  of  an  increase 
over  1968  of  $2,833,000  for  pay  act  costs  for  the  several  activities 
conducted  under  this  appropriation. 

The  committee  recommendations  include  $24,806,000  for  mandatory 
poultry  inspection,  a  net  increase  of  $3,492,000  for  program  activity 
plus  annualized  pay  costs  of  $174,000,  thereby  making  a  total  increase 
of  $3,666,000  over  the  1968  appropriation  of  $21,140,000. 

The  House  approved  bill  had  included  the  full  budget  estimate  of 
$70,926,500  for  the  regular  meat  inspection  program  and  the  new 
activities  to  be  carried  out  under  the  Wholesome  Meat  Act  of  1967. 
The  budget  estimate  contemplates  agreements  with  38  States  on  the 
new  Federal-State  program.  Based  upon  information  available  to  the 
committee,  it  does  not  appear  likely  that  this  goal  vill  be  reached  and, 
therefore,  the  committee  has  recommended  a  reduction  of  $2,825,000 
under  the  House  bill  for  the  new  meat  inspection  program.  The 
total  amount  available  as  a  result  of  the  Senate  committee  action  for 
the  entire  meat  inspection  program  will  be  $68,101,500  for  a  net 
increase  over  the  1968  appropriation  of  $20,779,000. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date _ $1,  750,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  1,  750,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  1,  750,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  1,  750,  000 


The  Service  administers  the  matched  fund  program  for  marketing 
activities  carried  out  through  cooperative  arrangements  with  State 
departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  of  markets,  and  similar  State 
agencies.  Payments  to  States  for  this  purpose  were  authorized  under 
section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 

An  appropriation  of  $1,750,000  is  recommended  for  the  matching 
fund  program.  This  is  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill,  the  budget 
estimate,  and  the  amount  appropriated  in  1968. 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 


1968  authorization  (by  transfer  from  sec.  32) _  ($104,  000,  000) 

1969  estimate  (by  transfer  from  sec.  32) _  (104,  000,  000) 

House  bill — 1969  (by  transfer  from  sec.  32) _  (104,  000,  000) 

Committee  recommendation  (by  transfer  from  sec.  32) _  (104,  000,  000) 
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The  special  milk  program  is  aimed  primarily  at  increasing  the 
consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children.  Through  fiscal  year  1966,  all 
nonprofit  schools  of  high  school  grade  and  under,  all  nonprofit  summer 
camps  and  child-care  institutions  devoted  to  the  care  and  training  of 
children,  are  eligible  to  participate  in  the  program.  From  its  incep¬ 
tion  m  fiscal  year  1955  through  fiscal  year  1962,  the  program  was 
financed  through  advances  from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
funds. 

The  Agricultural  Acl  of  1961  (Public  Law  87-128),  approved 
August  8,  1961,  authorized  financing  of  the  program  by  regular  ap¬ 
propriation.  This  authorization  was  amended  by  the  Child  Nutrition 
Act  of  1966  (Public  Law  89-642),  approved  October  11,  1966,  which 
extended  the  program  through  fiscal  year  1970. 

The  committee  has  approved  the  budget  estimate  of  $104  million 
for  expenses  and  payments  under  the  special  milk  program.  This  is 
the  amount  provided  last  year  and  carried  m  the  House  bill  for  fiscal 
1969. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  ^ _  ^  $182,  825,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  ^  184,  443,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  ^  182,  825,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  ^  173,  349,  000 


1  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  I.aw  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplementals  for 
1968. 

2  In  addition  $45,000,000  transfer  from  sec.  32  for  commodity  procurement. 

3  In  addition  $64,325,000  transfer  from  sec.  32,  an  increase  of  $19,.325,000  over  1968. 

The  committee  recommends  new  obligational  authority  in  the 
appropriation  of  $173,349,000,  a  net  decrease  of  $9,476,000  under  the 
1968  Appropriation  Act  and  a  decrease  of  $11,094,000  under  the 
budget  estimates,  and  a  reduction  of  $9,476,000  under  the  House  bill. 
There  is  also  provided  $64,325,000  of  permanent  appropriation 
transferred  from  section  32,  as  requested  in  the  budget  estimate  and 
carried  in  the  House  bill,  this,  an  increase  of  $19,325,000  over  last 
year.  Thus,  on  a  total  funds  available  basis  the  committee  recommends 
$237,674,000,  a  net  increase  of  $9,849,000  over  1968. 

The  total  amount  recommended  for  the  regular  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  is  $221,422,000  comprised  of  $157,097,000  for  cash  payments 
to  States  and  $64,325,000  by  transfer  from  section  32.  This  is  a  net 
increase  of  $21,422,000  over  comparable  amounts  made  available  a 
year  ago.  This  is  the  amount  requested  in  the  budget  estimate  and 
will  provide  for  national  average  reimbursement  of  4}^  cents  per 
lunch  served. 

The  reductions  by  the  committee  under  the  House  bill  result  from 
the  committee  recommendations  in  only  partially  restoring  the  budget 
estimates  for  the  new  feeding  programs  authorized  by  section  11  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  and  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966, 
as  amended.  For  these  latter  programs,  the  committee  recommends 
$7,500,000  for  special  assistance,  pursuant  to  section  11,  $4,500,000 
for  the  pilot  school  breakfast  program,  $2  million  for  nonfood  as¬ 
sistance,  and  it  has  concurred  in  the  House  denial  of  State  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  for  the  special  programs,  for  a  reduction  of  $2.3 
million  under  the  estimate. 

For  the  operating  expenses  of  the  program,  the  committee  has 
provided  $2,252,000,  a  net  increase  of  $125,000  over  the  1968  appro- 
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priation  and  the  House  bill.  It  is  believed  that  these  additional  funds 
will  be  necessary  to  provide  better  supervision  of  the  special  assistance 
programs.  In  view  of  the  general  interest  in  the  school  lunch  and 
special  feeding  programs,  there  is  included  a  table  which  shows  by 
projects  and  activities  the  several  subitems  compared  with  the  1968 
appropriation,  the  budget  estimate  for  1969,  the  amounts  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  House  bill  and  the  amounts  recommended  by  the 
committee. 


Item 

1968 

appropriation 

(1) 

Budget 

estimates 

(2) 

House 

bill 

(3) 

Senate 

committee 

recommendation 

(4) 

School  lunch  program: 

Appropriation _ _ 

Transfer  from  sec.  32 _ 

$182,825, 000 
45,  000, 000 

$184,443, 000 
64, 325, 000 

$182, 825, 000 
64,325, 000 

$173, 349, 000 
64, 325, 000 

Total,  available  school  lunch  program _ 

Food  assistance: 

a.  Cash  payments  to  States _ 

b.  Special  cash  assistance  (sec. 

11) - - - . . 

Pilot  school  breakfast  program _ _ 

Nonfood  assistance  program... . . 

State  administrative  expenses _ 

Operating  expenses . . . 

227, 825, 000 

1 55, 000, 000 

5, 000, 000 

3, 500, 000 
750, 000 

2,127, 000 

248, 768, 000 

157, 097, 000 

10,000  000 

6, 500, 000 

6, 000, 000 
2,300,000  . 
2, 546, 000 

247,150,000 

171,448, 000 

5, 000, 000 
3, 500, 000 
750, 000 

2, 127, 000 

237,674,000 

157, 097, 000 

7,  500, 000 
4, 500, 000 
2, 000, 000 

2, 252, 000 

FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 


1968  new  obligational  authority _  $161,  800,  000 

Roappropriation -  (23,  200,  000) 


Total  available  1968 -  (185,  000,  000) 


Budget  estimate  (new  obligational  authority)  1969 _  225,  000,  000 

House  bill - i  225,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  i  225,  000,  000 


‘  Of  which  $2.5  millon  placed  in  reserve  and  available  for  use  only  to  the  extent  required  during  fiscal  196'J 
alter  v.arious  corrections  in  program  administration  are  made.  House  rep(irt,  p.  44. 

The  food  stamp  program  was  authorized  by  Public  Law  88-525, 
approved  August  31,  1964.  Public  Law  90-91,  approved  September  . 
27,  1967,  extended  the  authorization  to  June  30,  1969  and  provided  (| 
that  the  act  be  carried  out  only  with  funds  appropriated  from  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury  for  that  specific  purpose  and  in  no  event 
shall  be  carried  out  with  funds  derived  from  permanent  appropriations. 

The  food  stamp  program  is  designed  to  benefit  families  or  individuals 
receiving  some  form  of  welfare  assistance,  and  is  also  authorized  to 
help  other  designated  families  with  incomes  as  low  or  lower  than 
families  receiving  welfare.  The  program  is  conducted  in  cooperation 
with  the  States  with  the  objective  of  providing  improvements  in  the 
diets  of  low-income  families.  Eligible  persons  or  families  are  able  to 
increase  their  purchase  of  foods  by  means  of  food  stamps  issued  in  the 
form  of  special  Federal  assistance.  The  food  stamps  are  redeemed  in 
designated  retail  stores.  The  results  of  the  program  show  that  food 
purchases  are  increased. 

An  appropriation  of  $225  million  is  recommended  for  the  next  fiscal 
year.  This  represents  an  increase  of  $40  million  over  the  funds  avail¬ 
able  during  fiscal  1968,  and  is  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate  and 
the  amount  provided  in  the  House  approved  bill. 
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The  committee  is  advised  by  the  Department  that  it  concurs  in  the 
need  for  a  careful  administration  of  the  food  stamp  program  and  has 
assured  the  Committee  that  it  is  taking  action  to  preclude  a  recurrence 
of  situations  discussed  in  the  House  report. 

The  committee  has  included  language  in  the  bill,  language  providing 
that  the  appropriation  for  this  item  shall  become  immediately  available 
to  pay  obligations  incurred  under  the  appropriation  for  this  purpose 
in  the  current  fiscal  year  in  excess  of  the  amount  carried  in  the  regular 
Appropriation  Act. 

It  is  estimated  that  approximately  $2.5  million  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  for  fiscal  1969  may  be  needed  to  pay  obligations  incurred 
during  fiscal  1968,  arising  from  increased  expenses  resulting  from 
expansion  and  modifications  in  the  program  during  fiscal  1968.  The 
language  proposed  to  carry  out  this  objective  follows: 

:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  the  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under 
the  appropriation  for  similar  purposes  for  the  preceding  fiscal 
year 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date' - 

1969  budget  estimates — new  (obligational)  authority - 

House  bill — new  (obligational)  authority-- - - 

Committee  recommendation — new  (obligational)  authority 


$22,  141,  500 
22,  414,  500 
21,  1.53,  800 
21,  928,  800 


*  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplementals  for  1968. 


The  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  was  established  March  10,  1953, 
by  Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1320,  Supplement  1.  Public  Law 
690,  approved  August  28,  1954,  transferred  the  agricidtural  attaches 
from  the  Department  of  State  to  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 
More  recently,  the  Secretary  has  assigned  to  the  Service,  by  transfer 
from  other  agencies  of  the  Department,  responsibility  for  the  barter 
and  stockpiling  program;  general  sales  management  for  Government- 
owned  surplus  commodities;  ocean  transportation  functions  related  to 
the  export  of  commodities  under  U.S.  programs;  and  activities  relating 
to  developing,  evaluating,  and  reviewing  the  program  for  donations 

of  food  abroad  through  voluntary  agencies,  pursuant  to  title  II  of 

Public  Law  480,  as  amended.  ,  o  •  • 

The  primary  function  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  is  to 

help  American  agriculture  in  maintaining  and  expanding  foreign 

markets  for  its  products.  .  r 

It  maintains  a  worldwide  agricultural  mtelligence  and  reporting 
service  to  assist  U.S.  agricultural  industry  in  its  export  operations. 
This  is  done  through  a  continuous  program  of  analyzing  and  reporting 
foreign  agricultural  production,  markets,  and  policies. 

It  helps  to  develop  foreign  markets  for  U.S.  farm  products  through 
administration  of  special  export  programs  and  through  helping  to 
secure  international  trade  conditions  that  are  favorable  toward  our 
products 

^  The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $21,928,800  to 
partially  restore  the  budget  estimate  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Serv¬ 
ice.  The  increase  of  $775,000  over  the  House  bfil  is  the  amount  in  the 
estimate  for  expenses  of  the  commodity  export  program  which  m- 
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eludes  financing  all  agency  activities  in  this  area,  coupled  with  the 
commodity  market  development  program  activities  dealing  with  the 
various  crops  and  commodities.  The  amount  provided  will  maintain 
financing  of  this  important  activity  at  the  current  year  level  of  $16 
million. 

The  amount  recommended  is  $485,700  under  the  estimate,  $775,000 
over  the  House  bill  and  $212,700  under  the  1968  appropriation. 

In  addition,  $3,117,000  is  transferred  from  section  32  for  market 
development,  as  in  prior  years,  plus  a  transfer  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  of  $2,012,175  for  export  sale  and  donation  ac¬ 
tivities.  These  transfers,  together  with  the  direct  appropriation  of 
$21,928,008  will  provide  a  total  for  1969  of  $27,057,975. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  ‘ -  $1,  491,  000 

1969  budget  estimates  of  new  (obligational)  authority -  1,  584,  000 

House  bill — new  (obligational)  authority -  1,  530,  000 

Committee  recommendation — new  (obligational)  authority -  1,  530,  000 


1  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplomcntals  for  1968. 

The  Commodity  Exchange  Authority  administers  the  Commodity 
Exchange  Act  of  September  21,  1922,  as  amended.  The  objectives 
under  the  act  are  to  prevent  commodity  price  manipulation  and  market 
corners;  prevent  dissemination  of  false  and  misleading  crop  and  market 
information  affecting  commodity  prices;  protect  hedgers  and  other 
users  of  the  commodity  futures  markets  against  cheating,  fraud,  and 
manipulative  practices;  insure  the  benefits  of  membership  privileges 
on  contract  markets  to  cooperative  associations  of  producers;  insure 
trust-fund  treatment  of  margin  moneys  and  equities  of  hedgers  and 
other  traders  and  prevent  the  misuse  of  such  funds  by  brokers;  and 
provide  information  to  the  public  regarding  trading  operations  and 
contract  markets. 

An  appropriation  of  $1,530,000  is  recommended  for  1969.  This  is 
an  increase  of  $39,000  over  1968  for  pay  costs,  as  the  same  or  the 
House  bill. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 

The  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  was  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  on  June  5,  1961,  under  the 
authority  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  in  accordance  with 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  901-913). 
The  agency  administers  a  number  of  agricultural  program  activities 
as  described  below. 

expenses,  agricultural  stabilization  and  conservation  service 


1968  appropriation _ *  $137,  935,  400 

1969  budget  estimate _  *  143,  933,  700 

House  bill _  ^  141,  031,  400 

Committee  recommendation _  '  141,  031,  400 


I  In  addition  the  following  amount.s  are  authorized  to  be  transferred  from  CCC  funds:  1968  appropriation, 
$.58,608,600;  1969  budget  estimate,  $62,761,100;  House  bill,  $62,764,100:  and  committee  recommendation, 
$62,764,100. 

Under  this  appropriation  item  funds  are  made  available  for  the 
administrative  expenses  of  a  number  of  farm  programs  administered 
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by  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service.  Several 
programs  administered  by  this  agency  including  production  adjust¬ 
ment  programs  dealing  with  the  various  commodities  and  the  special 
acreage  production  programs;  administration  of  the  Sugar  Act  pro¬ 
gram;  administration  of  the  agricultural  conservation  program; 
administration  of  the  emergency  conservation  measures;  the  crop¬ 
land  adjustment  and  conversion  programs;  the  conservation  reserve 
program  payments  and  the  Appalachian  Kegion  conservation  pro¬ 
gram;  the  administration  of  price  support  and  related  programs  and 
special  activities  and  export  programs,  as  authoi’ized  pursuant  to  the 
foreign  assistance  programs,  together  with  related  service  activities 
assigned  to  the  agencies. 

A  direct  appropriation  of  $141,031,400  is  recommended  for  1969, 
a  decrease  of  $2,902,300  under  the  estimate  and  an  increase  of  $3,096,- 
000  over  the  1968  Appropriation  Act.  The  amount  proposed  for  trans¬ 
fer  from  the  corporate  fund  of  $62,764,100  represents  an  increase 
of  $4,155,500  over  the  1968  appropriation.  This  is  the  amount  of  the 
budget  estimate  and  the  House  bill. 

On  a  funds  available  basis,  a  total  of  $203,795,500  is  recommended, 
an  increase  of  $7,251,500  over  1968  and  a  reduction  of  $2,902,300. 
The  increased  amounts  are  provided  to  meet  the  pay  costs  for  fiscal 
years  1968  and  1969. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date -  $80,  000,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority -  82,  300,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority..- - - -  80,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority -  82,  000,  000 

Under  this  heading  payments  are  made  to  domestic  producers  who 
comply  with  certain  special  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended.  Payments  for  this  program  are  financed  from  a  tax  of  50 
cents  per  hundred  pounds  imposed  on  all  beet  and  cane  sugar  processed 
or  imported  into  the  United  States  used  for  direct  consumption. 

For  payments  in  fiscal  1969  an  appropriation  of  $82  million  is 
recommended,  this  is  $300,000  under  the  estimate,  $2  million  over 
the  House  bill  and  over  the  amount  appropriated  last  year. 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program 

ADVANCE  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  1969  PROGRAM  (CONTRACT 

AUTHORIZATION) 

1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  * -  $220,  000,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority -  100,  000,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority... - - -  220,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority -  195,  500,  UUU 

^  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplementals  for  19&8. 

This  program  is  authorized  by  the  provisions  of  section  7  to  16(a), 
inclusive,  and  section  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act,  as  amended.  The  act  aims  at  restoring  and  improving  soil 
fertility.  It  contributes  to  reducing  erosion  caused  by  wind  and  water. 
It  also  helps  in  conserving  water  on  land.  Costs  are  shared  with  indi¬ 
vidual  farmers  and  ranchers  who  perform  approved  soil-building  and 
soil-  and  water-conserving  practices  on  their  farms.  This  assistance 
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represents  only  a  part  of  the  cost  of  performing  the  practice.  The 
farmer  bears  the  balance  of  the  cost  which  amounts  to  about  50 
percent. 

The  committee  recommends  an  advance  authorization  for  the  1969 
AGP  program  of  $195,500,000.  This  is  $95,500,000  over  the  budget,  a 
decrease  of  $24,500,000  under  the  House  bill  and  the  same  amount 
as  authorized  for  the  current  year,  after  the  reduction  pursuant  to 
Public  Law  90-218. 

The  1968  program  requires  program  payments  in  the  amount  of 
$190  million.  This  is  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill  for  liquida¬ 
tion  of  contract  authorization  and  is  $5,500,000  under  the  estimate. 

The  committee  has  reduced  the  advance  authorization  for  next  year 
in  view  of  the  need  to  curtail  Government  expenditures.  In  formidating 
and  carrying  out  the  1969  program,  it  is  expected  that  program  guides 
and  requirements  will  give  first  priority  to  cost-share  practices  for  the 
establishment  of  j^ermanent  soil  and  water  conservation  measures. 

CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date _  $84,  500,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  85,  700,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  84,  500,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  85,  700,  000 


This  program  is  authorized  by  title  6  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1965.  The  jjurpose  of  this  program  is  to  assist  farmers  through 
long-term  agreements  to  divert  land  from  the  production  of  unneeded 
crops  to  uses  which  will  promote  the  development  of  soil,  water,  forest, 
wildlife,  and  recreational  resources.  There  is  authority  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  also  to  establish,  protect,  and  conserve  open  spaces  and  natural 
beauty  and  to  prevent  air  and  water  pollution. 

Aji  approijriation  of  $85,700,000  is  recommended  for  next  year. 
This  is  the  amount  of  the  estimate,  and  an  increase  of  $1,200,000 
over  the  House  bill  and  the  1968  appropriation.  The  increased  amount 
is  provided  to  make  payments  in  fiscal  1969  of  cost  sharing  and  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  for  the  1969  program. 

The  committee  has  restored  language,  requested  in  the  estimate, 
but  denied  by  the  House  to  authorize  a  1969  program  of  not  to  exceed 
$30.5  million,  which  will  divert  jjroduction  from  about  1  million  acres 
of  land.  This  partial  restoration  is  under  the  estimate  by  $25  million. 
There  was  no  program  authorized  for  1968. 

The  committee  recommends  a  partial  restoration  of  the  authori¬ 
zation  requested  for  cropland  adjustment  agreements  because  it 
believes  that  this  method  of  retiring  land  from  unneeded  production 
is  less  costly  than  the  annual  diversion  programs.  Agreements  under 
the  CAP  program  run  from  5  to  10  years;  and,  with  the  limited  amount 
made  available,  it  will  be  possible  for  the  Department  to  offset  some 
of  the  conservation  reserve  contracts  on  6  million  acres  of  land  which 
will  expire  at  the  end  of  1969,  thereby  keeping  at  least  1  million  acres 
of  the  larger  amount  from  returning  to  production  of  surplus  or 
unneeded  crops. 
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CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date - $123,  000,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority -  109,  500,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority -  109,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational  authority) -  109,  000,  000 


The  conservation  reserve  program  is  authorized  by  the  Soil  Bank 
Act  of  1956.  It  was  a  voluntary  program  under  which  the  Secretary 
was  authorized  to  enter  into  3-  to  10-year  contracts  with  farmers  to 
withdraw  specified  acreages  of  cropland  from  production  and  devote 
it  to  conservation  uses.  In  return  for  removing  designated  cropland 
from  production  and  for  establishing  necessary  conservation  practices 
on  this  land,  the  farmer  receives  an  annual  rental  payment  each  year 
of  the  contract  period,  and  received  cost-sharing  assistance  for  the 
establishment  of  the  required  conservation  practices.  Most  contracts 
will  have  terminated  by  the  fiscal  year  1970. 

An  appropriation  of  $109  million  is  recommended  for  fiscal  1969  to 
make  payments  to  producers  who  entered  into  long-term  contracts 
under  the  conservation  reserve  program.  The  recommended  amount  is 
$500,000  under  the  estimate,  $14  million  imder  the  1968  appropria¬ 
tion  and  the  amount  approved  by  the  House. 

Payments  under  the  program  will  continue  until  1973 
remaining  program  contracts  expire. 

EMERGENCY  CONSERVATION  MEASURES 

1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date - 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority - 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority..- - - - 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority - 

The  program  of  emergency  assistance  was  authorized  by  the  Third 
Supplemental  Appropriation  Act  of  1957  (Public  Law  85-58).  Assist¬ 
ance  is  available  only  when,  as  a  result  of  wind  erosion,  floods,  hurri¬ 
canes,  or  other  natural  disasters,  new  conservation  problems  are 
created  which  (1)  if  not  treated,  Mil  impair  or  endanger  the  land; 
(2)  materially  affect  the  productive  capacity  of  the  land ;  (3)  represent 
damage  which  is  unusual  in  character  and,  except  for  wind  erosion, 
is  not  the  type  which  would  recur  frequently  in  the  same  area;  and 
(4)  Mil  be  so  costly  to  rehabilitate  that  Federal  assistance  is  or  will  be 
required  to  return  the  land  to  productive  agricidtural  use. 

An  appropriation  of  $5  million  is  recommended  for  the  commg 
fiscal  year.  This  is  the  amount  of  the  estimate  and  the  amovmt  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  House  bill.  In  addition  to  the  new  obligational  authority 
it  is  expected  that  approximately  $15,350,000  of  carryover  funds 
will  be  available  for  a  total  availability  of  $20,350,000  to  meet  emer¬ 
gency  conservation  needs.  •  o  •  u 

The  Department  proposed  that  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  be 
permitted  to  use  up  to  15  percent  of  disaster  funds  for  administrative 
expense  purposes.  The  House  concurred  in  this.  It  is  recommended 
that  this  limitation  be  raised  to  not  to  exceed  10  percent,  and  when¬ 
ever  such  technical  expenses  for  a  disaster  allocation  involving  em^- 
gency  assistance  exceed  the  present  5-percent  limitation  that  the 


when  the 


$5,  000,  000 
5,  000,  000 
5,  000,  000 
5,  000,  000 
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Department  render  a  report  to  the  committee  setting  forth  the  reasons 
for  such  additional  cost. 


Rural  Community  Development  Service 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  * _  $450,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  469,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  463,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  463,  000 


•  Exclude.'!  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplementals  for  1968. 


The  Rural  Community  Development  Service  cooperates  with  all 
phases  of  rural  development,  and  serves  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
and  other  departments  of  government  at  the  Washington  level  in  the 
implementation  of  rural  development  programs.  The  Rural  Com¬ 
munity  Development  Service  identifies  Federal  programs  outside  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  that  are  stUl  not  effectively  reaching  rural 
areas  because  of  administrative  difficulties  of  communicating  ivith  a 
dispersed  rural  population.  It  also  works  with  departments  and 
agencies  having  such  programs  to  develop  effective  means  for  over¬ 
coming  these  administrative  difficulties  by  appropriate  adjustments 
in  the  programs  and  by  setting  up  appropriate  methods  of  utilizing 
the  services  of  Farmers  Home  Administration  and  other  Department 
of  Agriculture  agencies  to  facilitate  effective  availability  of  useful 
programs  of  other  departments  in  rural  areas. 

For  the  administrative  expenses  of  the  agency  next  year  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $463,000,  the  House  amount 
which  represents  an  increase  of  $13,000  over  the  1968  act  for  Pay 
Act  increases  during  fiscal  1968  and  is  $6,000  below  the  estimate. 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General  . 


Amount 

1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date* _ $11,  993,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — new  (obligational)  authority _  12,  867,  000 

House  bill — new  (obligational)  authority _  12,  276,  000 

Committee  recommendation — new  (obligational)  authority _  12,  576,  000 


‘  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplementals  for  1968. 

Internal  audit  and  investigation  activities  are  carried  out  by  the 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General  whicn  was  established  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture’s  Memorandum  No.  1503,  dated  June  25,- 1962,  and 
No.  1524,  dated  December  21,  1962.  The  Office  is  resjjonsible  to  the 
Secretary  for  assuring  that  existing  laws,  policies,  and  programs  of 
the  Secretary  are  effectively  complied  with  on  every  level  of  adminis¬ 
tration  in  accordance  with  the  intent  of  the  Congress  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary.  It  insures  promjDt  and  appropriate  corrective  action  in  those 
areas  in  which  deviation  from  established  law,  policy,  procedure,  rules, 
or  regulations  has  developed;  and  conducts  internal  audit  and  in¬ 
vestigative  activities  within  the  Department  and  coordmates  and 
correlates  them  with  various  investigative  agencies  of  the  executive 
and  legislative  branches  of  the  Government. 

An  appropriation  of  $12,576,000  is  recommended,  an  increase  of 
$300,000  over  the  House  bill,  $291,000  under  the  estimate  and  an 
increase  of  $583,000  over  the  1968  Appropriation  Act. 

The  increases  over  1968  include  $283,000  for  pay  act  costs,  the  same 
amount  approved  by  the  House.  An  increase  of  $200,000,  denied  by 
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the  House,  for  Increased  food  stamp  program  audit,  is  approved  in 
view  of  the  expanded  program  activity  and  new  areas  of  operation  of 
the  program  for  next  year.  The  total  amount  available  for  audit  of 
the  stamp  program  will  be  $1,175,000  including  the  increased  amount 
recommended.  An  increase  of  $50,000  is  also  included  for  audit  of 
the  expanded  meat  inspection  program  authorized  by  the  Wholesome 
Meat  Act  of  1967,  together  with  $50,000  of  the  budget  estimate  of 
$50,000  for  acceleration  of  certain  types  of  loans  made  by  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration. 


) 


) 


Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 

Amount 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  -  $2,  569,  300 

1969  budget  estimates — new  (obligational)  authority -  3,  166,  000 

House  bill — new  (obligational)  authority. - - - -  2,  565,  300 

Committee  recommendation — new  (obligational)  authority -  3,  065,  300 


>  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplementals  tor  1968. 

The  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration  was  established  by 
Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1616,  supplement  1,  of  May  8,  1967. 
The  Agency  administers  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  of  1921,  as 
amended.  The  main  objective  of  the  act  is  to  assist  in  the  maintenance 
of  free  competitive  practices  in  the  marketing  of  livestock,  meat,  and 
poultry.  It  operates  currently  to  suppress  monopoly,  fraud,  or  re¬ 
straints  on  trade  in  the  marketing  of  $15  billion  worth  of  livestock  and 
nearly  $2  billion  of  live  poultry,  which  represents  approximately 
one-third  of  the  cash  income  of  U.S.  farmers,  and  $20  bUlion  worth  of 
meat  and  dressed  poultry  annually,  which  is  about  one-third  of  con¬ 
sumer  expenditures  for  food  in  the  United  States. 

The  principal  programs  carried  out  in  administering  the  act  are: 

(1)  Investigation  of  packers  meat  merchandising  and  chainstore 
buying  practices  in  order  to  maintain  prices  established  by  fair  and 
competitive  marketing  practices  and  conditions; 

(2)  Investigation  of  livestock  procurement  methods  by  packers  and 
dealers  to  assure  that  unfair  trade  practices  detrimental  to  producers 
and  the  industry  are  not  in  use; 

(3)  Surveillance  of  marketing  methods  at  public  markets  to  toster 

and  maintain  effective  competition;  . 

(4)  Investigation  of  complaints  regarding  poultry  marketing 
practices  to  identify  and  correct  those  which  are  injurious  to  producers 
and  ethical  operators  in  the  industry; 

(5)  To  carry  out  weighing  investigations  to  eliminate  false  and 
careless  weighing  to  the  maximum  extent  possible; 

(6)  Review  custodial  accounts  to  determine  that  shippers  proceeds 
are  safeguarded  and  otherwise  handled  in  conformance  with  existing 

regulations;  .  j  .i  u-  + 

(7)  Investigate  financial  condition  of  registrants  and  other  subject 

to  the  act  to  determine  that  they  are  financially  sound  and  capable 
of  meeting  their  obligations,  and  require  bonds  of  auction  operators, 

commission  firms,  and  dealers ;  i  ^  j 

(8)  To  initiate  a  poultry-scale  testing  program  and  extend  the 
livestock  and  monorail  scale-testing  efforts  to  assure  accurate  scale 

facilities;  , i  ^  j  . 

(9)  To  study  services  and  facilities  at  public  markets  to  determine 

that  they  are  adequate; 
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(10)  Review  rate  proposals  to  determine  that  they  are  reasonahlo 
and  commensurate  with  the  services  and  facilities  provided;  and 

(11)  Investigate  and  provide  for  hearings  and  settlement  of  rep¬ 
aration  complaints. 

An  appropriation  of  $3,065,300  for  fiscal  year  1969  is  recommended 
for  administration  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  as  amended. 
This  re])resents  an  increase  of  $500,000  over  the  House  bill,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $100,700  under  the  estimate  and  a  net  increase  of  $496,000 
over  the  1968  Appropriation  Act. 

The  budget  justification  and  the  supporting  testimony  cited  sev¬ 
eral  illustrations  for  the  need  of  substantial  increases  in  program 
activities  such  as  packer  merchandising  and  procurement  practices; 
the  maintenance  of  effective  competition;  strengthening  poultry 
marketing  practices;  and  improved  performance  on  the  livestock, 
carcass,  and  poultry-scale  testing  programs. 

The  testimony  also  shows  that  more  rigorous  enforcement  of  the 
act  should  result  in  millions  of  dollars  of  increased  income  to  livestock 
and  poultry  producers,  and  would  especially  benefit  the  smaller  pro¬ 
ducers  and  low-income  farmers.  These  producers  are  dependent  upon 
effective  administration  of  the  act  to  protect  their  ability  to  obtain  fair 
and  competitive  prices  for  livestock  and  poultry  when  offered  for  sale. 

The  $500,000  approved  by  the  committee  to  step  up  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  is  to  be  allocated  by  the 
agency  as  deemed  most  effective  to  improve  competition  in  the 
marketing  and  processing  of  livestock  and  poultry. 

Office  of  General  Counsel 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  ' _  $4,  325,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  .5,  033,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _ : _  4,  461,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  4,  761,  000 


'  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-21.S  .and  excludes  proposed  supplementals  for  196S. 


The  General  Counsel,  as  chief  law  officer  of  the  Department,  is 
responsible  for  providing  legal  services  for  all  programs,  aperations, 
and  activities  of  the  Department.  He  is  assisted  by  a  Deputy  General 
Counsel  and  three  Assistant  General  Counsels,  each  of  whom  is 
responsible  for  a  portion  of  the  legal  work  of  the  Department.  The 
functions  of  this  Office  are  carried  out  in  the  Washington  office  and 
in  20  field  offices. 

The  field  offices  handle  legal  work  relating  to  the  activities  in  the 
field  of  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service, 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  Farmers  Home  Administration, 
Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation,  Forest  Service,  and  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service,  and  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conserva¬ 
tion  Committees. 

The  committee  has  partially  restored  the  budgeted  amount  re¬ 
quested  for  the  Office  in  the  amount  of  $300,000,  in  view  of  the 
increased  legal  work  involved  in  Federal-State  agreements  under 
the  Meat  Inspection  Act.  Of  the  amount  approved  $25,000  is  to  be 
used  to  meet  additional  legal  work  in  connection  with  administration 
of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act.  The  total  amount  recommended 
for  next  fiscal  year  is  $4,761,000  compared  with  $4,325,000  appro¬ 
priated  last  year.  Also  included  is  $136,000  for  pay  act  costs,  the  same 
amount  as  carried  in  the  House  bill. 


27 


Office  of  Information 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  ‘ - 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority - 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority.-- - 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority. 


$1,  928,  000 
1,  997,  000 
1,  965,  000 
1,  997,  000 


1  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplemental  for  1968. 


The  Office  has  general  direction  and  supervision  of  all  publications 
and  other  information  policies  and  activities  of  the  Department  in¬ 
cluding  the  final  review,  illustratmg,  printing,  and  distribution  of 
publications;  clearance  and  release  of  press,  radio,  television,  and 
magazine  materials;  maintenance  of  central  files  of  news  and  general 
illustration-type  photographs;  and  the  preparation  and  distribution 
of  exliibits  and  motion  pictures.  The  Office  publishes  the  Yearbook 
of  Agriculture,  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the 
Department  directory,  and  the  Department  list  of  publications; 
handles  the  details  of  distributing  farmers’  bulletins  allotted  to 
Members  of  Congress;  and  services  letter  and  telephone  requests  for 
general  information  received  in  the  Department. 

An  appropriation  of  $1,997,000  is  recommended  for  this  Office. 
This  represents  an  increase  of  $69,000  over  1968  for  full  pay  and 
postage  cost  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-206. 

National  Agricultural  Library 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  ‘ - 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority - 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority..-  —  - - 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority 


$2,  608,  500 
3,  419,  000 
3,  166,  500 
3,  419,  000 


1  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplemental  for  1968 


The  National  Agricultural  Library  makes  available  to  the  research 
workers  of  the  Department  and  the  State  agricultural  colleges,  as  well 
as  to  the  general  pubhc,  the  agricultural  knowledge  of  the  world 
that  is  contained  in  pubhshed  literature.  This  reduced  duplication  ol 
effort  and  avoids  diversion  of  valuable  time  of  scientists  and  admims- 
trators  by  letting  them  know  what  has  been  done  previously  m  their 
fields.  The  Library  collects  current  and  historical  pubhshed  material 
and  organizes  it  for  maximum  service  to  the  Department  and  to  the 
public  through  reference  services,  loans  of  publications,  bibliographical 
services,  and  photo-reproductions  of  library  material.  It  issues  a 
monthly  Bibhography  of  Agriculture  in  which  is  listed  the  agricultural 
literature  of  the  world,  and  a  biweekly  Pesticides  Documentation 
Bulletin,  a  computer-produced  index  to  the  world  s  pesticides  related 
hterature.  The  Library  also  provides  cataloging  information  to  a  com¬ 
mercial  publisher  for  inclusion  in  the  monthly  N  ational  Agricultural 
Library  Catalog,  a  hsting  of  currently  acquired  titles.  Ihe  book  col¬ 
lection  approximates  1,285,000  volumes.  j  i  f 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $3,419,000  is  recommended  for  the 
National  Agricultural  Library.  This  is  $252,500  over  the  House  bi  1 

and  $810,500  over  the  1968  Appropriation  Act. 

The  increased  amounts  include  $731,500  principally  for  expenses 
necessary  to  occupy,  and  to  partially  equip  the  new  library  building, 
and  $79,000  for  pay  act  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  9U-2Ub. 
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Office  of  Management  Services 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  * _  $2,  667,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  2,  910,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  2,  821,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  2,  862,  200 


'  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplementals  for  1968. 


This  Office  was  established  pursuant  to  Secretary’s  Memorandum 
No.  1529,  dated  January  29,  1963,  to  consolidate  the  budget  and  man¬ 
agement  service  functions  for  several  staff  offices  and  agencies  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

An  appropriation  of  $2,862,200  is  recommended  for  this  agency 
which  furnishes  staff  services  and  management  support  to  several 
small  agencies  and  offices  of  the  Department.  This  is  an  increase  of 
$195,200  over  1968  comprised  of  $115,000  for  pay  act  costs  and 
$80,200  for  increase  staff  service  activity.  The  total  amount  recom¬ 
mended  is  $47,800  under  the  estimate  and  $41,200  over  the  House  bill. 

General  Administration 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  > _  $4,  487,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  4,  664,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  4,  614,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _ 4,614,000 


*  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplementals  for  1968. 


This  appropriation  item  is  used  to  finance  the  expenses  of  the  Off  ce 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  his  immediate  staff,  together  w,  h 
various  staff  offices,  including  the  Office  of  Budget  and  Finan  e. 
Office  of  Plant  and  Operations,  Office  of  Personnel,  Office  of  Mana  ce¬ 
ment  Appraisal  and  Systems  Development,  Office  of  Hearing  :  x- 
aminers,  the  judicial  officer,  and  the  expenses  of  the  National  Advisi  ry 
Commission. 

The  committee  recommends  $4,614,000  for  the  operations  of  he 
Office  of  the  Secretary  and  immediate  staff  functions  financed  by 
this  appropriation.  The  increase  of  $127,000  recommended  by  the  C(  m- 
mittee,  and  the  House  bill  is  for  costs  incurred  in  1968,  and  is  $50,100 
below  the  estimate. 

TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administration  was  established  by 
Executive  Order  7037  of  May  11,  1935,  to  make  loans  for  extension 
of  central  station  electric  service  to  unserved  rural  people.  It  was 
continued  by  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  May  20,  1936,  and 
became  part  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  on  July  1,  1939,  under 
Reorganization  Plan  II.  On  October  28,  1949,  Public  Law  423  amended 
the  act  to  authorize  loans  for  furnishing  and  improving  rural  telephone 
service. 

Electric  and  telephone  construction  loans  are  self-liciuidating  within 
a  period  not  to  exceed  35  years  at  2  percent  interest. 
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LOAN  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  ELECTRIFICATION  LOANS 

1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date -  $314,  000,  000 

1969  budget  estimates— New  (obligational)  authority -  304,  000,  000 

House  bill— New  (obligational)  authority..-.-  - - -  304,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority -  329,  000,  000 

The  committee  recommends  new  loan  authorization  of  $329  million 
for  the  electrification  program  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  This  amount, 
together  with  an  estimated  carryover  of  $41  million  will  provide  a 
program  level  of  $370  million  as  compared  to  the  level  of  $391  million 
approved  last  year  but  subsequently  reduced  to  $350  million  pursuant 

to  Public  Law  90-218.  ,  tt  i,-ii 

The  amount  recommended  is  $25  million  over  the  House  bill  and 
the  estimate,  and  $15  million  over  the  new  authorization  provided 
last  year.  Under  the  committee  recommendation,  no  reserve  authori¬ 
zation  is  provided.  •  •  r 

The  committee  recognizes  that  generation  and  transmission  lacilities 
are,  in  many  rural  areas  of  the  Nation,  a  necessary  part  of  the  rural 
electrification  program.  It  is  aware  of  the  beneficial  effect  which  the 
operation  of  these  facilities  has  had  in  reducing  wholesale  jiower  costs 
for  the  distribution  cooperatives  serving  the  thin  rural  areas.  It 
recognizes  the  need  for  “heavying  up”  generation  and  transmission 
facilities,  as  well  as  distribution  facilities,  to  enable  power-type  co¬ 
operatives  to  meet  their  power  supply  obligations  to  their  members 
and  honor  their  commitments  to  other  electric  power  systems  where 
they  are  working  together  in  power  pools.  It  acknowledges  the  iin- 
portance  of  having  financing  available  for  such  facilities  where  distri¬ 
bution  systems  find  it  necessary  to  escape  from  unreasonable  or 
damaging  conditions  sometimes  imposed  by  unfriendly  power 

supplmm.^ministrator  has  advised  the  committee  that  the  loan  level 
for  electric  facilities  proposed  in  the  budget  request  will  necessitate 
the  deferment  of  some  loan  needs  which  would  normally  be  met  m 

fiscal  year  1969.  .  n  v  i- 

The  committee  urges  the  Administrator  to  screen  all  applications 
for  loan  funds  with  extraordinary  care  in  view  of  the  Nation’s  need 
for  practicing  the  maximum  economy  in  fiscal  year  1969  to  insure 
that  loan  funds  will  be  available  to  finance  those  facilities,  including 
generation  and  transmission,  which  cannot  be  delayed  without  causing 
serious  and  lasting  damage  to  existing  rural  electric  systems  and  the 
economy  and  effectiveness  of  their  operations. 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  TELEPHONE  LOANS 

1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date—  - $120,  600,  000 

1969  budget  estimates— New  (obligational)  authority -  120,  000,  000 

House  bill— New  (obligational)  authority. .  -  l^u,  ouo,  wu 

Committee  recommendation— New  (obligational)  authority -  120,  000,  000 

New  loan  authorization  of  $120  million  is  recommended  for  the 
rural  telephone  program.  This  amount,  together  with  the  estimated 
carrvover  of  $5  million,  will  provide  a  program  level  ol  $125  million, 
the  same  level  approved  last  year,  and  $5  million  over  estimated 

loans  of  $120  million.  tt 

The  amount  recommended  is  the  budget  estimate,  the  House  amount 

and  $600,000  under  the  amount  provided  last  year. 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  ' _ $12,  457,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligaticnal)  authority _  12,  937,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  12,  805,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  12,  805,  000 


'  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  I, aw  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplcmontals  for  1968. 

An  appropriation  of  $12,805,000  is  recommended  for  the  salaries 
and  expenses  of  the  Kural  Electrification  Administration  during  fiscal 
year  1969.  This  is  $132,000  under  the  budget  estimate,  $348,000  over 
the  1968  appropriation  and  the  same  as  the  House  bill.  The  increase 
provided  over  1968  is  for  necessary  Pay  Act  increases. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration  was  established  November  1, 
1946,  pursuant  to  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946. 
The  agency  conducts  a  number  of  loan  and  grant  programs  authorized 
by  various  amendments  to  basic  legislation. 

Direct  Loan  Account  and  Rural  Housing  Direct  Loan  Account 

PARTICIPATION  SALES  AUTHORIZATION 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date _  $750,  000,  000 

1969  budget  estimates  new  (obligational)  authority _  425,  000,  000 

House  bill,  new  (obligational)  authority _ 


Committe  recommendation — new  (obligational)  authority _ 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  action  of  the  House  in  denying  au¬ 
thority  for  proposed  sales  of  $425  million  of  participation  sales  cer¬ 
tificates.  The  direct  loan  account  and  rural  housing  direct  loan  account 
will  both  have  larger  unused  carryover  balances  as  of  June  30,  1968, 
and  also  as  of  June  30,  1969.  The  direct  loan  account  is  expected  to 
have  a  balance  of  $583,275,708  as  of  June  30,  1969,  less  loan  authoriza¬ 
tions  recommended  of  $387,900,000.  The  rural  housing  direct  loan 
account  is  estimated  to  have  a  balance  of  $418,887,934  as  of  June  30, 
1969,  less  loan  applications  recommended  for  1969,  totaling  $30 
million. 

PAYMENT  OF  SALES  INSUFFICIENCIES 

The_  committee  concurs  in  the  action  of  the  House  in  denying  an 
indefinite  appropriation  for  payment  of  sales  insufficiencies.  Last  year,  an 
a,pproiDriation  of  $13,268,000  was  made  available  with  the  fiscal  year 
limitation.  In  requesting  restoration  of  the  denial  of  the  indefinite 
appropriation,  the  Department  did  not  provide  the  committee  with 
any  indication  as  to  how  much  of  the  previous  appropriation  was  still 
available  for  this  purpose.  Whenever  a  specific  amount  based  upon  an 
actual  need  is  submitted,  the  committee  will  give  consideration  to  fur¬ 
ther  appropriation  for  this  item. 
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DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 


1968  authori¬ 
zation 

Budget  esti¬ 
mate,  1969 

House  bill, 

1969 

Senate  com¬ 
mittee,  1969 

Real  estate: 

(1)  Farmownership  loans . 

(2)  Soil  and  water  loans . . 

$10,000,000 

100,000,000 

$5, 000, 000 
78, 000,000 

$5, 000, 000 
78, 000, 000 

$5,000, 000 
78, 000,000 

Farm  subtotal  real  estate . . 

(3)  Soil  conservation  loans . . 

(4)  Operating  loans... . 

110,000,000 

7,500,000 

300,000,000 

83, 000,000 

4, 900, 000 
250, 000, 000 

83, 000, 000 
4,900,000 
250,000,000 

83,000,000 

4,900,000 

300,000,000 

Total,  direct  loan  account . 

417,500,000 

337,900, 000 

337,900, 000 

387,900, 000 

The  direct  loan  account  was  established  pursuant  to  the  Con¬ 
solidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961.  In  addition, 
collections  on  principal  and  interest  on  outstanding  loans  are  deposited 
in  the  direct  loan  account  and  are  available  for  principal  and  interest 
payments  on  borrowings  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  The 
funds  in  this  account  are  available  for  making  loans  for  farm  owner¬ 
ship,  for  soil  and  water  conservation  facilities  and  systems,  and  for 
farm  operating  purposes. 

The  committee  has  recommended  an  authorization  of  $83  million 
for  real  estate  loans  of  which  $78  million  is  for  soil  and  water  and 
$5  million  for  farmownership  loans  and  $4.9  million  for  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  loans.  The  total  recommended  for  these  two  items  is  the  budget 
estimate,  the  House  authorization,  and  a  decrease  of  $27  million 
under  the  amount  authorized  in  fiscal  year  1968. 

For  farm  operating  loans,  the  committee  recommends  authorization 
in  the  amount  of  $300  million.  This  is  the  same  amount  authorized  in 
the  1968  Appropriation  Act,  and  $50  million  above  the  budget  and 
the  House  amount. 

Under  the  language  authorizing  loans  for  activities  conducted  by 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  a  total  of  $4,900,000  is  authorized  for 
loans  for  water  protection,  flood  prevention,  and  resource  conservation 
and  development  projects.  These  loans  are  to  be  made  directly  from 
the  direct  loan  account  up  to  the  respective  amounts  authorized  for 
these  purposes. 

The  balance  in  the  direct  loan  account  next  June  30  is  estimated 
to  be  $803,402,708.  It  is  noted  that  estimated  receipts  to  the  account 
for  fiscal  1969,  exclusive  of  sales  of  participation  certificates,  are 
$369,191,000  representing  a  return  to  the  Treasury  of  approximately 
the  same  amount  as  expenditures  authorized  in  the  bill  for  1969. 

RURAL  HOUSING  DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date -  ($15,  000,  000) 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority -  (30,  000,  000) 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority... - - -  (15,  000,  000) 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority -  (30,  000,  000) 


The  rural  housing  direct  loan  account  was  established  pursuant 
to  title  X  of  Public  Law  89-117,  approved  August  10,  1965.  This 
act  amended  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  to  provide  for  this 
account.  The  authorizing  amendment  also  provided  for  the  transfer 
to  the  rural  housing  direct  loan  account  of  (1)  all  funds,  claims. 
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notes,  mortgages,  contracts,  and  property  and  all  collections  and 
proceeds  therefrom  under  the  direct  loan  provisions  of  title  V  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1949  and  any  unexpended  balances  of  amounts  bor¬ 
rowed  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  under  section  511  of  the 
act;  and  (2)  all  unexpended  balances  of  appropriations  for  direct 
loan  under  title  V,  including  funds  authorized  for  direct  elderly 
housing  loans  by  section  515(a)  of  the  act,  as  amended. 

For  fiscal  year  1969,  it  is  estimated  that  rural  housing  loans  will 
total  $505  million  of  which  $30  million  will  be  from  the  direct  loan 
account.  This  is  the  same  loan  level  at  which  the  program  is  estimated 
to  operate  in  fiscal  year  1968. 

At  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1968  it  is  estimated  that  the  rural  housing 
direct  loan  account  will  have  a  balance  of  $427,162,934,  and  collectioifs 
during  fiscal  year  1969  are  estimated  at  $65  million.  Thus,  a  total  of 
approximately  $492  million  will  be  available  during  fiscal  year  1969. 
This  Avill  be  more  than  adequate  to  finance  the  $30  million  loan 
authorization  recommended  in  the  bill.  Therefore,  as  stated  earlier 
the  committee  concurs  in  the  House  recommendation  to  deny  au¬ 
thorization  for  additional  participation  sales  in  fiscal  year  1969. 

The  committee  recommendation  of  $30  million  loan  authorization 
is  the  budget  estimate  and  $15  million  over  the  amount  recommended 
in  the  House  bill.  The  additional  $15  million  authorized  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  will  provide  an  additional  $13  million  for  section  504  low 
income  housing  loans  to  individuals  and  $2  million  for  natural  disaster 
housing  loans. 

The  committee  recommends  striking  the  House  language  regarding 
collateral  required  for  housing  loans.  The  committee  is  in  sympathy 
with  the  objective  of  the  House  language  and  expects  the  Department 
to  supply  the  conferees  with  a  clarification  of  its  objections  to  the 
language. 

RURAL  AVATER  AND  AVASTE  DISPOSAL  GRANTS 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  * _ ^ _ $30,  000,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  27,  250,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  28,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendations — New  (obligational)  authority _  28,  000,  000 


‘  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  suppleraentals  for  1968. 

Section  306  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act 
of  1961,  as  amended  by  Public  Laav  89-240,  approved  October  7, 
1965,  provides  an  appropriation  authority  for  grants  for  the  prepara¬ 
tion  of  comprehensive  plans  for  the  development  of  Avater  or  seAver 
systems.  Grants  made  under  this  authority  may  not  exceed  $5  million 
in  any  1  fiscal  year. 

This  iieAv  program  which  provides  grants  for  the  development  of 
Avater  and  seAvage  systems  in  rural  areas  has  proven  to  be  very  popular. 
Under  the  authorization  act  the  amount  of  a  grant  may  not  exceed 
50  percent  of  the  total  cost  of  the  project. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $28  million  for  this 
program.  This  is  an  increase  of  $750,000  over  the  budget  estimate 
and  is  the  same  as  the  amount  provided  in  the  House  bill  and  repre¬ 
sents  a  reduction  of  $2  million  under  the  Appropriation  Act  for  1968. 
The  amount  provided,  hoAvever,  is  the  same  amount  as  was  programed 
in  fiscal  1968  following  the  reduction  made  under  Public  Law  90-218. 
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RURAL  RENEWAL 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date - $1,  600,  000 

1969  budget  estimates^ — new  (obligational)  authority -  1,  600,  000 

House  bill — new  (obligational)  authority -  1,  600,  000 

Committee  recommendation— new'  (obligational)  authority -  1,  600,  000 


The  rural  renewal  program  was  authorized  pursuant  to  section  102 
of  the  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of  1962.  Under  this  authoriza¬ 
tion  loans  are  made  to  local  agencies  or  groups  for  rural  renewal 
projects  specifically  related  to  conservation  and  land  utilization. 

An  appropriation  of  $1,600,000  is  recommended  to  continue  this 
program  during  fiscal  1969.  This  is  the  same  amount  as  was  appro¬ 
priated  in  fiscal  1968,  the  amount  requested  for  fiscal  1969,  and  the 
amount  carried  in  the  House  bill. 


RURAL  HOUSING  FOR  DOMESTIC  FARM  LABOR 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date -  $3,  500,  000 

1969  budget  estimates — new'  (obligational)  authoiity -  5,  000,  000 

House  bill — new  (obligational)  authority -  3,  500,  000 

Committee  recommendation — new  (obligational)  authority -  5,  000,  000 


Financial  assistance  needed  to  provide  low-rent  housing  and  related 
facilities  for  domestic  farm  labor  was  authorized  by  section  516  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

The  grants  provided  stimulate  the  construction  of  farm  labor  hous¬ 
ing  to  meet  the  needs  of  farm  laborers  who  can  afford  to  pay  rents 
during  the  limited  time  that  the  housing  is  occupied  in  the  production 
of  seasonal  crops.  Income  from  such  housing,  which  is  only  occupied 
sporadically,  is  insufficient  to  amortize  the  full  cost  of  construction 
plus  maintenance.  Therefore,  grants  are  necessary  to  assist  in  the 
financing  of  housing  costs.  The  amount  recommended  will  permit  the 
agency  to  continue  assistance  to  26  projects  and  to  undertake  to  meet 
additional  housing  needs  during  the  ensuing  fiscal  year. 

An  appropriation  of  $5  million  is  recommended  for  this  program. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $1,500,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  for 
fiscal  1968  and  over  the  House-passed  bill.  It  is  the  amount  requested 
in  the  budget  estimate  for  fiscal  1969.  The  increased  amount  is  needed 
to  accelerate  the  program  essential  to  providing  housing  for  migrant 
agricultural  laborers  and  will  enable  the  agency  to  give  assistance  to 
12  additional  projects  during  fiscal  1969. 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


DIRECT  APPROPRIATION 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date - 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority - 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority. - - - - 

Committee  recommendation- — (New  (obligational)  authority 


$55,  988,  000 
59,  132,  000 

57,  641,  000 

58,  319,  000 


The  committee  recommends  a  dh'ect  appropriation  of  $58,319,000 
for  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration.  In 
addition,  there  is  provided  $2,750,000  available  by  transfer  from  the 
agriculture  credit  insurance  fund  and  from  program  funds,  thus, 
providing  a  total  for  administrative  expense  of  $61,069,000. 

The  amount  recommended  is  an  increase  of  $2,331,000  over 
appropriations,  an  increase  of  $678,000  over  the  House  bill,  and 
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$813,000  under  the  estimate  for  fiscal  year  1969.  The  increase  over  the  House 
is  provided  to  meet  1969  pay  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-206. 

The  recommendations  of  the  committee  provide  a  total  increase  of 
$2,331,000  over  1968  for  administrative  expenses  for  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  regular  loan  and  grant  programs  administered  by  the 
agency.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $813,000  under  the  amount  requested 
in  the  budget  for  this  purpose. 

TITLE  lll-CORPORATIONS 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION— ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 


1968  new  1969  budget 

Source  of  funds  budget  (obli-  estimates  of  House  bill,  Senate  com- 

gational)au-  new(obliga-  1969  mittee,  1969 

thority  to  date  >  tional)  authority 

By  appropriation . .  $10,208,000  $12,000,000  $10,487,000  $12,000,000 

By  transfer  from  premium  income . L _  (2,850,000)  (1,430,000)  (2,850,000)  (1,430,000) 

Total,  FCIC . . .  (13, 058, 000)  (13,430,000)  (13,337,000)  (13,430,000) 


'  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplementals  for  1968. 


The  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  is  a  wholly  owned  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  created  February  16,  1938  (7  U.S.C.  1501)  to 
carry  out  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act.  The  purpose  of  this  act 
is  to  promote  the  national  welfare  by  improving  the  economic  stability 
of  agriculture  through  a  sound  system  of  crop  insurance  and  providing 
the  means  for  research  and  experience  helpful  in  devising  and  estab¬ 
lishing  such  insurance. 

Crop  insurance  offered  to  agricultural  producers  by  the  Corporation 
lirovides  protection  from  losses  caused  by  unavoidable  natural  haz¬ 
ards  such  as  insect  and  wildlife  damage,  plant  diseases,  fire,  drought, 
flood,  wind,  and  other  weather  conditions.  It  does  not  indemnify 
producers  from  losses  resulting  from  negligence  of  failure  to  observe 
good  farming  practices. 

Administrative  and  operating  expenses  for  the  Federal  Crop  Insur¬ 
ance  Corporation  are  financed  by  appropriation  and  by  transfer  from 
premium  income. 

The  total  fund  recommended  by  the  committee  for  this  purpose  from 
both  appropriated  funds  and  transfer  from  premium  income  is 
$13,430,000.  This  amount  is  $93,000  over  the  amount  provided  in  the 
House  bill,  $372,000  over  the  amount  provided  in  the  fiscal  year  1968 
Appropriation  Act  and  the  same  as  the  fiscal  year  1969  budget  request. 

The  direct  appropriation  recommended  by  the  committee  is  $12 
million,  the  1969  budget  estimate.  This  amount  is  $1,792,000  over  the 
direct  appropriation  provided  in  fiscal  year  1968  and  $1,513,000  over 
the  amount  recommended  in  the  House  bill. 

The  committee  recommends  that  the  amount  of  administrative 
expenses  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  premium  income  be  limited  to 
$1,430,000,  the  amount  requested  in  the  fiscal  year  1969  budget.  This 
is  $1,420,000  under  the  amount  provided  by  transfer  in  the  1968 
Appropriation  Act  and  the  amount  recommended  in  the  House  bill. 
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COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 


REIMI5URSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 


1968: 

Appropriation - 

Contract  authorization 


$1,  400,  000,  000 
988,  860,  000 


New  budget  (obligation al)  authority 


2,  388,  860,  000 


1969  budget  estimate: 

Appropriation - - 

Liquidation  of  contract  authorization 


3,  648,  506,  000 
‘  -350,  467,  000 


New  budget  (obligational)  authority 


3,  298,  039,  000 


House  bill: 

Appropriation _ —  -  -- 

Liquidation  of  contract  authorization 


3,  188,  112,  500 
-350,  467,  000 


New  budget  (obligational)  authority 


2,  837,  645,  500 


Committee  recommendation: 

Appropriation _ _ _ 

Liquidation  of  contract  authorization 


3,  188,  112,  500 
-350,  467,  000 


New  budget  (obligational)  authority -  2,  837,  645,  500 

‘  Of  which  $350,467,000  is  liquidation  appropriation  for  a  part  of  contract  authorization  of  $988,860,000 

incurred  in  fiscal  1968  and  due  in  1969.  .  ...  /  i  •  •  *  v 

Public  Law  87-155,  approved  August  17,  1961,  authorizes  the  restoration  of  capital  impairment  by  reim¬ 
bursement  appropriation. 


An  appropriation  of  $3,188,122,500  is  recommended  to  reimburse 
capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  the 
balance  of  losses  in  fiscal  year  1966  and  a  partial  restoration  for  the 
fiscal  year  1967  loss.  The  amount  proposed  includes  $350,467,000  to 
liquidate  contract  authorization  established  in  fiscal  1968  and  pay¬ 
able  against  obligations  in  fiscal  1969.  The  new  obligational  authority 
recommended  is  in  the  amount  of  $2,837,645,500,  is  the  same  amount 
as  provided  in  the  House  bill,  $460,393,500  under  the  budget  estimate, 
and  $448,785,500  over  the  obligational  authority  provided  in  the 
Appropriation  Act  for  1968.  A  balance  of  $2,210.6  million  for  1967 
loss  of  $3,813  million  is  not  restored  and  was  not  requested  in  the  1969 
estimate. 

The  borrowing  authority  estimated  to  be  available  June  30,  1968,  is 
$1,546,000,000  and  the  estimate  for  June  30,  1969,  is  estimated  at 
$l’,247, 000,000,  taking  into  consideration  the  reimbursement  for  losses 

recommended  in  this  bill.  r', 

The  unreimbursed  losses  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
including  an  estimated  loss  in  fiscal  1968  of  $3,465,300,000  will  total 
$6,732.9  million  on  July  1,  1968,  after  appropriation  of  the  amount 
iiroiiosed  m  the  bill.  This  is  comprized  of  the  estimated  loss  for  1968, 
$1,057,  000,  000  from  fiscal  1961,  and  a  balance  of  $2,210.6  million  from 
the  1967  loss  of  $3,813.6  million. 

As  indicated  earlier.  Public  Law  87—155  authorizes  the  reimburse¬ 
ment  of  realized  losses  of  the  Corporation  by  an  appropriation  in  the 
full  amount  as  soon  thereafter  as  such  losses  are  properly  accounted 
on  the  corporation  records.  In  the  past  5  years,  every  possible  effort 
has  been  made  by  the  committee  to  bring  the  appropriation  for  this 
item  to  a  current  basis.  As  stated  above,  there  are  still  unreimbursed 
losses  going  back  as  far  as  fiscal  1961.  The  hearings  of  the  committee 
show  that  the  officials  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  have  been 
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very  cooperative  in  attempting  to  bring  this  item  to  a  more  current 
basis  based  on  agency  and  departmental  budget  requests,  but  the 
obvious  fault  for  not  including  in  the  budget  estimate  the  full  amount 
lies  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  which  sets  the  final  ceiling  for  all 
budget  requests. 

When  the  House  acted  on  the  budget  estimate  for  fiscal  1969,  it 
reduced  the  estimate  by  $460,393,500.  In  its  formal  letter  to  the 
committee,  signed  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  dated  May  13, 
1968,  the  Department  of  Agricultiu'e  made  no  restoration  request  of 
the  House  reduction  for  the  reimbursement  appropriation. 

The  amount  provided  in  the  bill  will  enable  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  to  discharge  all  of  its  authorized  program  operations  dur¬ 
ing  the  coming  fiscal  year,  but  this  further  failure  on  the  part  of  the 
budgetary  officials  to  request  the  fidl  amount  as  intended  by  law  will 
ultimately  lead  to  the  need  for  a  supplemental  appropriation  within 
a  year  or  two. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date _  ($31,  500,  000) 

1968  reduction  (P.L.  90-218) _ 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  (31,  55o,  o5o) 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  (31,  500,  000) 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  31,  500,  000 


The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  engages  in  buying,  selling, 
lending,  and  other  activities  with  respect  to  agricultural  commodities, 
their  products,  food,  feeds,  and  fibers.  Its  purposes  include  stabil¬ 
izing,  supporting,  and  protecting  farm  income  and  prices;  assisting 
in  the  maintenance  of  balance  and  adequate  supplies  of  such  com¬ 
modities;  and  facilitating  their  orderly  distribution.  The  Corporation 
also  makes  available  materials  and  facilities  required  in  connection 
with  the  production  and  marketing  of  such  commodities. 

The  Corporation  has  an  authorized  capital  stock  of  $100  million 
held  by  the  United  States  and  authority  to  borrow  up  to  $14.5  billion. 
Funds  are  borrowed  from  the  Federal  Treasury  and  may  also  be  bor¬ 
rowed  from  private  lending  agencies.  In  connection  with  loan  guar¬ 
antees,  the  Corporation  reserves  a  sufficient  amoimt  of  its  borrowing 
authority  to  purchase  at  any  time  all  notes  and  other  obligations 
evidencing  loans  made  by  lending  agencies  or  certificates  of  interest 
issued  in  connection  with  the  financing  of  price-support  operations. 
All  bonds,  notes,  debentures,  and  similar  obligations  issued  by  the 
Corporation  are  subject  to  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
as  required  by  the  act  of  March  8,  1939  (15  U.S.C.  713a-4). 

The  committee  recommends  for  limitation  on  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  for  the  Corporation  the  amount  of  $31,500,000.  This  is  the 
budget  estiinate,  the  amoimt  authorized  in  the  House  bill  and  the 
same  limitation  approved  for  fiscal  year  1968. 

FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

By  various  statutes  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  used  to 
finance  programs  deafing  with  the  export  of  agricultural  commo^ties 
and  for  reimbursements  under  Public  Law  480,  as  amended  and  other 
authorities  described  below: 
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Public  Law  480 

The  committee  recommends  a  total  appropriation  of  $300  million 
for  financing  Title  I  and  II  of  Public  Law  480  as  amended.  This  is 
a  net  decrease  of  $1,305,500,000  under  the  amount  appropriated  in 
fiscal  year  1968;  $618,143,000  under  the  1969  budget  estimate  and 
the  same  amount  as  the  House  biU.  The  amounts  recommended  are 
described  below: 


1963  new  budget  1969  budget  Senate 


By  titles  (obllgational)  estimates  of  new  House  bill  committee 

authority  to  (obllgational)  1969  1969 

date  authority 

Sales, title  I  . $1,305,500,000  $361,537,000  $100,000,000  $100,000,000 

Donations,  title  II . 300,000,000  556,606,000  200,000,000  200,000,000 

Total,  Public  Law  480 _ 1,605,500,000  918,143,000  300,000,000  300,000,000 


For  title  I  which  includes  sales  of  agricultural  commodities  for 
foreign  currencies  and  sales  of  agricultural  commodities  on  credit 
terms,  the  committee  has  recommended  $100  milhon.  This  is  the  same 
amount  recommended  by  the  House,  $261,531,000  under  the  budget 
request  and  $1,205,500,000  under  the  1968  appropriations.  The 
carryover  funds  from  1968  and  estimated  receipts  during  1969  for 
title  I  of  Public  Law  480  should  provide  a  net  of  $872,900,000,  which 
added  to  the  $100  million  of  new  obllgational  authority  recommended 
in  the  Senate  and  House  bill  will  provide  a  total  available  financing  for 
1969  of  $972,900,000. 

For  title  II  which  includes  commodities  disposed  of  and  other  costs 
incurred  in  connection  with  donations  abroad,  the  committee  recom¬ 
mends  $200  million.  This  amount  is  the  same  as  recommended  by  the 
House,  $100  million  under  appropriations  for  1968,  and  $356,606,000 
under  the  estimates  for  fiscal  1969.  The  restoration  request  from  the 
Department  was  not  for  the  full  amount  of  $356,606,000  but  only  for 
$250  million,  and  it  is  noted  in  the  justification  of  it  that  $200  million 
of  requested  partial  restoration  is  contingent  upon  the  ratification  of 
the  International  Grains  Agreement.  In  view  of  the  indefinite  status  of 
this  agreement,  which  has  not  been  acted  upon  to  date  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  which  it  was  referred,  the  committee  has  decided  to  concur 
in  the  amount  approved  in  the  House  bill. 

Under  the  authorization  of  Public  Law  480,  as  amended,  additional 
program  expenses  over  and  above  the  amounts  appropriated  are 
authorized  to  be  financed  from  the  borrowing  authorization  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  To  the  extent  that  program  expenses 
for  either  titles  I  or  II  exceed  the  amounts  recommended  for  fiscal  1969, 
further  impairment  of  the  capital  structure  of  the  Corporation  will 
occur,  although  it  is  believed,  as  previously  stated,  that  there  will  be 
ample  borrowing  authority  barring  unforeseen  regular  program 
activity  to  enable  the  Corporation  to  operate  for  the  full  fiscal  year 
1969  without  further  appropriations. 
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TITLE  IV— KELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 


1968  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date  ' _  ($3,  224,  000) 

1968  reduction  (P.L.  90-218) _ 

1969  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  (3,  436,  000) 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  (3,  436,  000) 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  (3,  436,  000) 

Comparisons  (+  or  — ); 

1968  appropriation _  (+212,000) 

Estimate  for  1969 _ 

House  bill _ 


1  Excludes  reductions  made  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218  and  excludes  proposed  supplemcntals  for  1968. 


The  Administration  supervises,  examines  and  provides  facilities  and 
services  to  a  coordinated  system  of  Farm  Credit  banks  and  associa¬ 
tions  making  loans  to  farmers  and  their  cooperatives.  A  fundamental 
principle  of  supervision  is  the  encouragement  and  development  of 
agricultural  cooperative  agencies,  rendering  constructive  credit  service 
to  farmers  at  minimum  cost  and  with  complete  farmer  ownership  an 
ultimate  objective  of  the  agencies  supervised.  Services  and  facilities 
furnished  by  the  Administration  facilitate  the  operations  of  the  banks 
and  associations  under  its  supervision  and  their  progress  toward 
farmer  ownership.  Typical  services  are:  custody  of  collateral  for  bonds 
and  debentures,  assistance  in  financing  and  investments,  credit 
analysis,  development  of  land  appraisal  standards  and  policies, 
preparation  of  reports  and  budgets,  and  preparation  and  distribution 
of  information  on  farm  credit.  All  expenses  of  these  activities  are 
paid  by  assessments  collected  from  the  banks  and  associations  of  the 
Farm  Credit  System. 

Since  December  4,  1953,  the  Administration  has  been  an  indi- 
pendent  agency  under  the  direction  of  a  Federal  Farm  Credit  Board 
(12  U.S.C.  636b).  The  Administration,  originally  created  by  Execu¬ 
tive  Order  No.  6084  on  May  27,  1933,  was  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  on  July  1,  1939,  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 

Under  “Limitation  on  Administrative  Expenses”  the  committee 
recommends  $13,436,000  for  the  Farm  Credit  Administration.  This  is 
the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill  the  amount  of  the  budget 
estimate,  and  an  increase  of  $212,000  over  the  amount  authorized 
last  year. 
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See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  48. 
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Calendar  No.  1 1 2 1 


9()th  CONGEESS 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  16913 


[Report  No.  1138] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  2, 1968 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 

Mat  24, 1968 

Reported  by  Mr.  Holland,  with  amendments 
[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
()  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes;  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 

iV(JRICULTUKAIi  ReSEAKCIT  SERVICE 
SALARDiS  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  marketing,  nutrition  and 
consumer  use,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and 
animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quaran¬ 
tine  and  regulatory  work:  Provided,  That  appropriations 
hereunder  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109: 
Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be 
available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and 
the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  three  for  i-e])lacement  only: 
Provided  further.  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  he 
available  pursuant  to  7  U.S.C.  2225,  for  the  construction, 
alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but 
unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one 
building  (except  headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall 
not  exceed  $25,000,  except  for  six  buildings  to  l)e  constructed 
or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $55,000  each,  and  the 
cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall 
not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  tin' 
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building,  whichever  is  greater:  Provided  further,  That  tljc 
liiiiitations  on  alterations  contained  in  this  Act  shall  not  a})ply 
to  a  total  of  $100,000  for  facilities  at  Beltsville,  Maryland: 

Kesearch:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products;  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  not  otherwise  provided  for;  home 
economics  or  nutrition  and  consumer  use  of  agricultural  and 
associated  products;  and  related  research  and  services;  and 
for  acquisition  of  land  by  donation,  exchange,  or  purchase  at 
a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100;  $1-§H7072-500  $181,950,- 
600,  and  in  addition  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000  from  funds 
available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935, 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  88-250  shall  be  transferred  to  and 
merged  with  this  appropriation:  Provided,  That  the  limita¬ 
tions  contained  herein  shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of 
buildings  needed  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948 
(21  U.S.O.  113a)  :  Provided,  further,  That  none  of  the 
funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  formulate 
a  budget  estimate  for  fiscal  1970  of  more  than  $15,000,000 
for  research  to  be  financed  by  transfer  from  funds  available 
under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  and  pursuant 
to  Public  Law  88-250; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 
and  eradicate  ])ests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 
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carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 
activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  Eebruary  28,  1947,  as  amended  (21  U.S.O. 
114b-c),  $85,^98,500  $88,239,500,  of  which  $1,500,000 
shall  be  apportioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Ivevised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks 
of  insects  and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary 
to  meet  emergency  conditions :  Provided,  That  no  funds  shall 
be  used  to  formulate  or  administer  a  brucellosis  eradication 
program  for  the  cm-rent  fiscal  year  that  does  not  require 
minimum  matching  by  any  State  of  at  least  40  per  centum; 
Provided  further.  That  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire 
land  for  plant  quarantine  control  activities  presently  located  at 
Presidio,  Texas:  Provided  further.  That,  in  addition,  in 
emergencies  which  threaten  the  livestock  or  poultry  indus¬ 
tries  of  the  country,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other 
appropriations  or  funds  available  to  the  agencies  or  corpora¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he  may  deem  neces¬ 
sary,  to  Im  available  only  in  such  emergencies  for  the  arrest 
and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest,  con¬ 
tagious  pleuropneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious 
diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar 
diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  expenses  in  accordance  with  the 
Act  of  Eel)niary  28,  1947,  as  amended,  and  any  unexpended 
l)alances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next  pre- 


1 


ceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with  such  transfen^ed 

2  amounts ; 

3  Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor,  subpro- 

4  fessional  and  junior  scientific  help  to  be  employed  under 

5  contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to  strengthen  the  work 

6  at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not  more  than  $2,000,- 

7  000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this  head  for  the 

8  previous  fiscal  year  may  be  used  by  the  Administrator  of  the 

9  Agricultural  Research  Service  in  departmental  research 

10  programs  in  the  current  fiscal  j^ear,  the  amount  so 

11  used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation 

12  otherwise  available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Eesearch”. 

13  SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY 

14  PROGRAM) 

15  Eor  payments,  in  foreign  currencies  owed  to  or  owned 

16  by  the  United  States  for  market  development  research  au- 

17  thorized  by  section  104(b)  (1)  and  for  agricultural  and 

18  forestry  research  and  other  functions  related  thereto  author- 

19  ized  by  section  104(b)  (3)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  De- 

20  velopment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  ( ( 

21  U.S.C.  1704(b)  (1),  (3)),  to  remain  available  until  ex- 

22  pended,  $4,500,000;  and  in  addition,  the  June  30,  1968 

23  unexpended  balance  of  funds  appropriated  to  the  President 

24  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1959  (Public  Law 

25  85-766,  approved  August  27,  1958)  under  the  heading 
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“Translation  of  publications  and  scientific  cooperation”  sliall 
be  merged  with  this  appropriation:  Provided,  That  this 
a])propriation  shall  be  available,  in  addition  to  other  ap¬ 
propriations  for  these  purposes,  for  ])ayments  in  the  foregoing 
currencies:  Provided  further,  That  funds  appropriated  herein 
shall  be  used  for  payments  in  such  foreign  currencies  as  the 
Department  determines  are  needed  and  can  be  used  most 
effectively  to  cany  out  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph :  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  not  to  exceed  $25,000  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  for  payments  in  foreign  currencies  for 
expenses  of  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225),  as  amended  by  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

CooPEBATivE  State  Eeseabch  Service 
PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  and  other  research,  for  facili¬ 
ties,  and  for  other  ex])enses,  including  $51,113,000  $54,- 
965,000  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act, 
approved  March  2,  1887,  as  amended  by  tlie  Act  ai)proved 
August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C.  361a-361i),  including  adminis¬ 
tration  by  the  United  States  Dejiartmeiit  of  Agriculture; 
$3,370,000  $3,485,000  for  grants  for  cooperative  forestry 
research  under  the  Act  approved  October  10,  1962  (16 
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U.8.C.  582a— 582a-7)  ;  |1, HOODOO  ■$2,000,000  in  addition 
to  funds  otlienvisc  availal)le  for  contracts  and  grants  for 
scicntitic  research  under  the  Act  of  August  4,  1965  (7 
U.S.C.  450i),  of  which  $1,000, 000  shall  be  for  the  special 
cotton  research  program  and  $400,000  for  soybean  research; 
$2,000,000  for  gmnte  fo¥  facilities  un4ee  the  A-et  approved 
July  ^  4000  -(4  F-StGt  390  390h-H  $310,000  for  penalty 
mail  costs  of  agricultural  experiment  stations  under  section  6 
of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended;  and  $365,000,  for 


necessary  expenses  of  the  Cooperative  State  Kesearch  Serv¬ 
ice,  including  administration  of  payments  to  State  agncul- 


tural  experiment  stations,  funds  for  employment  pursuant  to 
the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 


1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  for  em¬ 


ployment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109;  in  all,  $58,958,000 
$61X25,000. 


Extension  Seevice 

COOPEEATIVE  EXTENSION  WOEK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 
Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico :  For  payments  for 
cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  the 
Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (7 
U.S.C.  341-349) ,  to  he  distributed  under  sections  3  (b)  and 
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3  (c)  of  the  Act,  $77,082x500  $80 ,467 ,000  ]  and  payments 
and  contracts  for  such  work  under  section  204(b) -205  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623- 
1624) ,  $1,450,000;  in  all,  $-7-8,532x500  $81,917,500:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  funds  hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to  section 
3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any 
State  or  Puerto  Eico  prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum 
from  non-Pederal  sources  for  expenditure  during  the  current 
fiscal  year. 

Eetirement  and  Employees’  Compensation  costs  for  ex¬ 
tension  agents:  For  cost  of  employer’s  share  of  Federal  re¬ 
tirement  and  for  reimbursement  for  benefits  paid  from  the 
Employees’  Compensation  Fimd  for  cooperative  extension 
employees,  $8x818,500  $9,333,500. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,299,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953, 
the  Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962 
(7  U.S.C.  341-349),  and  exteusion  aspects  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627) ,  and 
to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  exten¬ 
sion  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States  and 
insular  possessions,  $2,838,000. 
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Earmek  Cooperative  Service 

2  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

3  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 

4  1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457) ,  and  for  conducting  research  re- 

5  lating  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects  of  farmer  co- 

6  operatives,  as  authorized  hy  the  Agricultural  Marketing 

7  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  $1,341,000. 

8  Soil  Conservation  Service 

9  CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 

10  For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 

11  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in- 

12  eluding  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establishment 

13  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including  fann  irri- 

14  gation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  as  may 

15  he  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of  reservoirs)  ; 

16  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification  and  map- 

17  ping  of  soil ;  dissemination  of  information ;  purchase  and  erec- 

18  tion  or  alteration  of  permanent  huildiiigs;  and  operation  and 

19  maintenance  of  aircraft,  $114,893,000:  Provided,  Ihat  the 

20  cost  of  any  pennanent  building  purchased,  erected,  or  as 

21  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of  constructing  a  water  supply 

22  or  sanitary  system  and  connecting  the  same  to  any  such  build- 

23  ing  and  with  the  exception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunc- 

n.E. 16913 
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1  tion  with  land  being  purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not 

2  exceed  $2,500,  except  for  one  building  to  be  constructed 

3  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  eight  buildings  to  be 

4  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000 

5  per  building  and  except  that  alterations  or  improvements  to 
G  other  existing  permanent  buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more 

7  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amoimt  not  to  exceed 

8  $500  per  building:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this 

9  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  any 

10  such  building  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government:  Pro- 

11  vided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be 

12  expended  for  soil  and  water  conservation  operations  under 

13  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f)  in 

14  demonstration  projects:  Provided  further.  That  this  appro- 

15  priation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 
IG  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  tire  Organic 

17  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000 

18  shall  be  available  for  employment  urrder  5  U.S.C.  3109: 

19  Provided  further.  That  qualified  local  engineers  may  be 

20  temporarily  employed  at  per  diern  rates  to  perfornr  the  tecb- 

21  nical  planning  work  of  the  service. 

22  WATEESHED  PLANNING 

23  For  necessary  expenses  for  small  watershed  investiga- 

24  tions  and  plarming,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Pro- 

25  tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
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1001-1008) ,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $6,165,- 
000,  with  which  shall  he  merged  the  unexpended  balances 
of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  head:  Provided, 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.O.  2225),  and  not  to 
exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
5  IJ.S.C.  3109. 


WATEESIIED  PEOTECTION 

TAr  necessary  expenses  te  eenduet  river  basin  surveys 

c\ Y~\  /I  1  -n 1  rrn  hi  nn"i  r*  n n  rl  o yi  rl  h a,  ao  ah h  att 

ctjXTvT  111  V  I  LI  wXikT^  I lllvt  I  U ov.  Hi  1  lly  cTTxtt  Tlr  v  cLX  1  y  vJ  I Ix'  U  \  vlllhl  \  1_ 

t  4^  m  T -frk  n  1 /~>1  n  /I  tk\  rv*  Tvii  4  1  j  1  X  A  rl  4  A  ATI  (Tl  A  A  ^  aT\  Al*n 

Jllv’HolLl  Uoj  t1  11  1 11  till  1^  y  M 11 L  IIU^  mill  I V,  IX  lV?y  U 11  ^  1 1 11-  11^  ITI 1  ^  U^V.'i  cl 

tienSj  metheds  ef  cultivatieny  the  growing  of  vogctationy  and 
changes  in  use  of  landj  in  aeeordance  with  the  Watershed 
Proteetion  and  Plood  Prevention  Aet^  approved  Augtist  4t 
1954,  as  amended  -(40  1001--1008)  7  and  the  pro¬ 

visions  of  the  Aet  of  April  ATj  4935  -flO  U.S.C.'  590a-f47 
to  remain  availahle  until  expended;  $65,000,-0007  with 
which  shall  he  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds 
heretofore  appropriated  or  transfer^red  to  the  Department 
for  watershed  proteetion  purposes-:  Provided^  That  this  ap¬ 
propriation  shah  be  available  for  held  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  7 06  ^ar)-  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  4944  -(4  ¥^845  hShbfy  and  not  to  exceed  $1007000 
shah  be  available  for  employment  under  5  IT.8tCt  3109t 
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Provided  further,  -Tbat  $-3709Q-j0QQ  el  tlse  fluids  m  Hie  direct 
loafi  aeeeifflt  el  tlie  Farmers  Bemc  adraiaistra^ion  sfeaH  fee 
availafele  until  expended  fer  leans-? 

River  Basin  Surveys  and  Investigations 
For  necessary  expenses  to  conduct  research,  investiga¬ 
tions  and  surveys  of  the  watersheds  of  rivers  and  other 
waterways,  in  accordance  with  section  6  of  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4, 
1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1006),  to  remain  available 
until  expended;  $8,780,000,  with  which  shall  he  merged 
the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  to 
the  Department  for  river  basin  survey  purposes'.  Provided, 
That  this  appropriation  shall  he  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of 
the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $60,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5 
U.S.C.  3109. 


Works  of  Improvement 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  preventive  meas¬ 
ures,  including,  but  not  limited  to  research,  engineering  opera¬ 
tions,  methods  of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and 
changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4, 
1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1005,  1007- 
1008),  and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935 


1 


(16  U.8.C.  590a-f),  to  remain  available  until  expended; 

2  $57,907,000,  with  which  shall  he  merged  the  unexpended 

3  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to 

4  the  Department  for  watershed  protection  purposes:  Pro- 

5  vided.  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field 

6  employmeiit  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 

7  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and 

8  not  to  exceed  $100,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 

9  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  further.  That  $3,000,000 

10  of  the  funds  in  the  direct  loan  account  of  the  Farmers  Home 

11  Administration  shall  be  available  until  expended  for  loans. 

12  FLOOD  PREVENTION 

13  For  necessary  expenses,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 

14  Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709, 

15  16  U.S.C.  1006a) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in 

16  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activi- 

17  ties  of  the  Department,  to  perfonn  works  of  improvement, 

18  including  funds  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
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sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(7  U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employ¬ 


ment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended;  $20,000j000  $17,500,000,  with  which  shall  be 
merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appro¬ 
priated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  prevention 
purposes:  Provided,  That  $400,000  of  funds  in  the  direct 
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loan  account  of  the  Fanners  Horne  Aclininistration  shall  he 
available  until  expended  for  loans. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of 
conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section  16 
(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 
as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C.  590p) , 
$16,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and  carrying  out 
projects  for  resource  conservation  and  development,  and  for 
sound  land  use,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32  (e) 
of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011 ;  76  Stat.  607) ,  and  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  IJ.S.C.  590a-f) ,  $6y- 
a-#6,000  $0,474,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended: 
Provided,  That  $1,500,000  of  the  funds  available  in  the  direct 
loan  account  of  the  Fanners  Horne  Administration  shall  be 
available  for  loans  under  subtitle  A  of  the  Consolidated  Fann¬ 
ers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  to  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended:  Provided  further,  That  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  emplo^unent  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 
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Economic  Eeseaech  Seevice 

SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  necessary  expenses  of  the  Economic  Eesearch  Serv¬ 
ice  in  conducting  economic  research  and  service  relating  to 
agricultural  production,  marketing,  and  distribution,  as 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1621-1627) ,  and  other  laws,  including  economics  of 
marketing;  anal3^ses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income  and 
population,  and  demand  for  fami  products,  use  of  resources 
in  agriculture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  farming, 
and  fann  finance ;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for 
farm  products  in  foreign  countries  and  their  effect  on  pros¬ 
pects  for  United  States  exports,  progress  in  economic  devel¬ 
opment  and  its  relation  to  sales  of  farm  products,  assemblj’’ 
and  analysis  of  agricultural  trade  statistics  and  analysis  of 
international  financial  and  monetary  programs  and  policies  as 
they  affect  the  competitive  position  of  United  States  farm 
products;  ^  12 ,•7-8-97000  3 ,089 ,000 1  T*vovidcd,  ffhat  not  less 
than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and  conduct 
a  special  study  on  the  price  spread  between  the  farmer  and 
consumer:  Provided  fiLrther,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C, 
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2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for 
employment  imder  5  U.S.O.  3109:  Provided  further,  That 
not  less  than  $145,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  analysis  of  statistics  and  related 
facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  infonna- 
tion  on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  fann 
commodities  in  v^orld  trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 

Statistical  Kepoeting  Seevice 

SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Reporting  Serv¬ 
ice  in  conducting  statistical  reporting  and  service  vwk,  in¬ 
cluding  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  statistical  coordination 
and  improvements,  and  marketing  surveys,  as  authorized  by 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621- 
1627)  and  other  laws,  $14,181,500  $14,467,500:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  a|)propriated  shall 
he  available  for  any  expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates 
of  apple  production  for  other  than  the  commercial  crop: 
Provided  further.  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
for  employment  i)ursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and 
not  to  exceed  $40,000  shall  l)e  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 
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Gonsumee  and  Maeketing  See\^ce 

CONSUMEE  PEOTECTIVE,  MAEKETING,  AND  EEGULATOEY 

PEOGEAMS 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  services  related  to 
consumer  protection,  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution, 
and  regnilatory  program.s,  other  than  Packers  and  Stockyards 
Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  and  for  administration  and  co¬ 
ordination  of  pa3unents  to  States ;  including  field  employment 
pursuant  to  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(7  U.S.O.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.O.  3109,  in  caiT5dng  out  section  201  (a)  to 
201  (d) ,  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.O.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946;  $11879897500  $116- 
314,500,  of  which  $13,440,250  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to 
be  released  only  after  the  inspection  activities  of  this  service 
have  been  fully  coordinated  and  placed  on  an  efficient  and 
economical  operating  basis:  Provided,  That  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  law  (7  U.S.O.  2225)  for 
the  alteration  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements, 
but,  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  altering  any  one 
building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500  or 
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J  7.5  per  centimi  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is 

2  greater. 

3  PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 

4  For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus 

5  and  departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  mar- 

6  keting  activities  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural 

7  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623  (b)  ),  $1,750,000. 

8  SPECIAL  MILK  PEOGEAM 

9  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Special  Milk 

10  Program,  as  authorized  by  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966 

11  (42  U.S.C.  1772),  $104,000,000,  to  be  transferred  from 

12  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24, 

13  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c). 

14  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PEOGEAM 

15  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 

16  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 

17  1751-1760)  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  Child 

18  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  (42  U.S.C.  1773-1785) ,  $4S2j825,- 

19  000  $173,349,000,  including  $-5,000,000  $7 ,500,000  for  spe- 

20  cial  assistance  to  needy  schools,  $37500,000  $4,500,000  for 

21  the  pilot  school  breakfast  program,  $^50,000  $2,000,000 

22  for  the  nonfood  assistance  program :  Provided,  That  no  part 

23  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance 

24  under  section  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as 

25  amended:  Provided  further.  That  $64,325,000  shall  be 


1  transferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under 

2  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.O.  612c) , 

3  for  purchase  and  distribution  of  agricultural  commodities 

4  and  other  foods  pursuant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School 

5  Lunch  Act. 

0  FOOD  STAMP  PEOGRAM 

7  Lor  necessary  expenses  of  the  food  stamp  program  pur- 

8  suant  to  the  Lood  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  as  amended,  $225,- 

9  000,000,  of  which  $25,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to 

10  be  used  only  to  the  extent  required  during  the  current  fiscal 

11  year  after  various  corrections  are  made  in  the  handling 

12  of  the  program;  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  of 

13  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the  payment  of  obli- 

14  gations  incurred  under  the  appropriation  for  similar  purposes 

15  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year. 

10  REMOVAL  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 
^7  (SECTI01T32) 

18  No  fimds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 

19  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  shaU  be  used  for  any  purpose 

20  other  than  conmiodity  program  expenses  as  authorized  there- 

21  in,  and  other  related  operating  expenses,  except  for  (1) 

22  transfers  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  authorized  by 

23  the  Lish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8,  1956,  (2)  transfers 

24  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  and  (3)  not  more  than 
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$2,950,000  for  fomiulation  and  administration  of  marketing 
agreements  and  orders  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1961. 

Foreign  Agricultijeal  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessar^r  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  mcluding  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricidtura.1 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  market  development 
activities  abroad,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordi¬ 
nate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in  connection 
with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed 
$35,000  for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses 
pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956 
(7  U.S.C.  1766),  $21,928,800:  Provided, 

That  not  less  than  $255,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics  and  re¬ 
lated  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  infor¬ 
mation  on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm 
commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis:  Provided 
further.  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the 
funds  appropriated  by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24, 
1935,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  612c),  shall  he  merged  with 
this  appropriation  and  shall  be  available  for  all  expenses  of 
the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 
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Commodity  Exchange  Atjthoeity 

SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro^ffsions 
of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1- 
17a) ,  $1,530,000. 

Ageiculttjeal  Stabilization  and  Conseevation 

Seevice 

EXPENSES,  AGEICULTUEAL  STABILIZATION  AND 
CONSEEVATION  SEEVICE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agncnl- 
tural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  including  ex¬ 
penses  to  fomiulate  and  cany  out  programs  authorized  by 
title  III  of  the  Agricultural  x4djustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393)  ;  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161)  ;  sections  7  to  15,  16(a), 
16  (d) ,  16  (e) ,  16  (f) ,  16  (i) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
590g-590q)  ;  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7 
U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and  1816)  ;  and  laws  per¬ 
taining  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  $141,031,- 
400:  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $62,764,- 
100  may  he  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appropria¬ 
tion  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  fund  (including 
not  to  exceed  $27,205,000  under  the  limitation  on  Commod- 
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ity  Credit  Corporation  administrative  expenses)  :  Provided 
further,  That  other  funds  made  availahle  to  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  for  authorized  activ¬ 
ities  may  be  advanced  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation : 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
made  available  under  this  Act  shall  be  used  ( 1 )  to  influence 
the  vote  in  any  referendum;  (2)  to  influence  agricultural 
legislation,  except  as  permitted  in  18  U.S.C.  1913;  or  (3) 
for  salaries  or  other  expenses  of  members  of  county  and 
community  committees  established  pursuant  to  section  8(b) 
of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended,  for  engaging  in  any  activities  other  than  advisory 
and  supervisory  duties  and  delegated  program  functions  pre¬ 
scribed  in  administrative  regulations. 

SUGAE  ACT  PEOGEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161), 
8807000,000  $82,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30 
of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year. 

AGEICULTUEAL  CONSEEVATION  PEOGEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  cany  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16(a),  and  17  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  Feb¬ 
ruary  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o), 
590p  (a) ,  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  the 
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preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays 
at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 
States,  $190,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31 
of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the 
programs  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
practices  authorized  under  this  head  m  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Delated  Agencies  Appropriation  Acts,  1967 
and  1968,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1966,  to 
December  31,  1968,  inclusive:  Provided,  That  none  of  the 
funds  herein  appropriated  shall  he  used  to  pay  the  salaries  or 
expenses  of  any  regional  infonnation  employees  or  any  State 
information  employees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the  an¬ 
swering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  infonnation  at  the  county 
level  to  individual  farmers:  Provided  further,  That  no  por¬ 
tion  of  the  funds  for  the  current  year’s  program  may  be 
utihzed  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  drain¬ 
age  on  wetlands  now  designated  as  Wetland  Types  3  (HI)  > 
4  (IV) ,  and  5  (V)  in  United  States  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Fish  and  Wildhfe  Circular  39,  Wetlands  of  the 
United  States,  1956:  Provided  further.  That  necessary 
amounts  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in 
connection  with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the 
1969  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
practices,  including  related  wildlife  conserving  practices,  un¬ 
der  the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (amounting 
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^  to  $2-2Q3QOO,000  $105,500,000,  excluding  administration,  ex- 

2  cej)t  that  no  participant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  ex- 

3  cept  where  the  participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or 

4  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  practices  designed  to  con- 

5  serve  or  improve  the  agricultural  resources  of  the  com- 
d  munity)  :  Provided  further.  That  not  to  exceed  5  per 

centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  current  year’s  agricultural 

8  conservation  program  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recom- 

9  mendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of 
Id  the  State  committee,  he  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil 
44  Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its  technicians  in  formu- 

42  lating  and  canwing  out  tlie  agricultural  conservation  pro- 

43  gram  in  the  participating  counties,  and  shall  not  he  utilized 

44  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Servi(‘e  for  any  ])U]-pose  other 

45  than  technical  and  other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in 

46  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  com- 
44  mittee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  not  to  ex- 

48  ceed  1  per  centum  may  he  made  available  to  any  other 

49  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the  same  purpose 
20  and  under  the  same  conditions:  Provided  further,  That  for 
24  the  cun-ent  year’s  program  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for 

22  technical  assistance  in  foraiulating  and  carrying  out  agricul- 

23  tural  conservation  practices:  Provided  further,  That  such 

24  amounts  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertil- 

25  izers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material,  or  any  soil- 
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terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural 
producers  to  aid  them  in  cariymg  out  fanning  practices  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs  provided  for  herein : 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  fimds  available  to  the 
Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corporation,  or  other 
agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall  be  used 
in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  pa^mient  of  salary  or  travel 
expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of  violating 
the  Act  entitled  '‘An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious  political 
activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as  amended,  or  who 
has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  violated  or  at¬ 
tempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits  the  use  of 
Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal  sendees 
or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  manner  a 
Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation  or 
appropnation  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any  Mem¬ 
ber  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

CEOPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PEOGEAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  cropland 
adjustment  program  as  authorized  by  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1965  (7  U.S.C.  1838),  $84,500,000  $85,- 
700,000:  Provided,  That  agreements  entered  into  during  the 
fiscal  year  1969  shall  not  require  payments  during  the  calen¬ 
dar  year  1969  exceeding  $30,500,000. 
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CONSEEVATION  EESEEVE  PEOGEAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conseiTation 
reserve  program  as  authorized  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and 
1816) ,  and  to  carry  out  liquidation  acti^dties  for  the  acreage 
reserve  program,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $109,- 
000,000,  with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  bank  pro¬ 
grams:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  paid 
on  any  contract  which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to  the 
division  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on  annual 
payments  to  participants. 

EMEEGENCY  CONSEEVATION  MEASXJEES 
For  emergency  conservation  measures,  to  be  used  for  the 
same  pui'poses  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  funds 
appropiiated  under  this  head  in  the  Third  Supplemental  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  1957,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$5,000,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  emergency  con¬ 
servation  measures. 

BUEAL  COMIMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  SERVICE 
SATiARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessa.r}^  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  of  the 
Bural  Community  Development  Service  in  prowding  leader- 
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ship  and  related  sei’vices  in  carrying  out  the  rural  areas 
development  activities  of  the  Department,  $463,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  to  exceed  $3,000  shall  be  available  for  em- 
plo3mient  under  5  IJ.S.O.  3109. 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessaiy  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General,  including  emplo}T:nent  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  ^l^y^OjOOO  $12,576,000. 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  expenses  necessary  for  administration  of  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  field 
emplo5mient  pursuant  to  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $275U5y300  $8,065,- 
800. 


Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $47461-, -000  $4,761,000. 
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Office  of  Infoemation 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Infonnation  for 
the  dissemination  of  agiicultural  infonnation  and  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  infoimational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  |l-,-9657000  $1,997,000,  of 
which  total  appropriation  not  to  exceed  $587,000  may  be 
used  for  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the 
interests  of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  an  ecpial  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  he 
available  to  be  delivered  to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed 
franks  furnished  the  Senators,  Eepresentatives,  and  Dele¬ 
gates  ill  Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  II.S.C.  417) ,  and 
not  less  than  two  hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand  two  hun¬ 
dred  and  fitly  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Eepresentatives  of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary 
(known  as  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by 
section  73  of  the  Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241)  : 
Provided,  That  in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  ex¬ 
hibits  by  the  Depaitment,  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  employment  pui'suant  to  the  second  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  shall  be  available  for  employ¬ 
ment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 
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National  Agricultural  Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural 
Library,  $3,166,500  $3,419,000:  Provided,  That  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (7  U.S.O.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $35,000  shall  be 
available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

Office  of  Management  Services 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  enable  the  Office  of  Manage¬ 
ment  Services  to  provide  management  support  services  to 
selected  agencies  and  offices  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  $2,821,000  $2,862,200. 

General  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  for  general  administration  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  repairs  and  alterations,  and  other  mis¬ 
cellaneous  suppliers  and  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for 
and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient  work  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.O.  3109,  $4,614,000:  Provided, 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  reimbimsed  from  applicable 
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appropriations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the  holding 
of  hearings  as  required  hy  5  U.S.C.  551-558:  Provided 
further,  That  not  to  exceed  $2,500  of  this  amount  shall  he 
available  for  official  reception  and  representation  expenses, 
not  otherwise  provided  for,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 
TITLE  II— CEEDIT  AGENCIES 
Rueax  Electeification  Administeation 

To  carr}^  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 

LOAN  AUTHOEIZATIONS 

1  or  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  and  to  remain  available 
without  fiscal  year  limitation  in  accordance  with  section  3(e) 
of  said  Act,  as  follows :  mral  electrification  program, 
$304,000,000  $329,000,000,  and  rural  telephone  program, 
$120,000,000. 

SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $12,805,- 
000. 
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Eaemees  Home  Administeation 


DIEECT  LOAN^  ACCOUNT 

Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and 
advances  under  section  335  (a)  for  w'hich  funds  are  not 
otherwise  available,  of  the  Consolidated  Fanners  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  Act  of  1961  (7  IJ.S.C.  1921),  as  amended, 
may  be  made  from  funds  available  in  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  direct  loan  account  as  follows:  real  estate 
loans,  $83,000,000;  and  operating  loans,  $2-50-,-000;000 
$300,000,000. 

EUEAIi  HOUSING  DIEECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

For  direct  loans  and  related  advances  pursuant  to  section 
518  (d)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1488) , 
$4^000j000  $30,000,000  shall  be  available  from  funds  in 
the  mral  housing  direct  loan  account-:— Fhat  farmer 
applicants  for  housing  loans  shall  ho  ro^reel  to  olfer  only 
sueh  eohatoral  security  as  is  required  of  ownei-s  of  nonfarm 
tracts. 

EUEAL  WATEE  AND  WASTE  DISPOSAL  GEANTS 

For  grants  pursuant  to  sections  306(a)  (2)  and  306 
(a)  (6)  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1926),  $28,000,000. 

EUEAL  EENEWAL 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  in  caiTying  out  mral  renewal  activities  under  section 
32  (e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
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as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1010,  1011(e)),  $1,600,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

EURAL  HOUSING  FOE  DOMESTIC  FARM  LABOR 
For  financial  assistance  to  public  nonprofit  organizations 
for  bousing  for  domestic  farm  labor,  pursuant  to  section  516 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1486) , 
$3,-5007000  $5,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Faianers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering  the  pro¬ 
grams  authorized  by  the  Consohdated  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921-1990),  as  amended, 
title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
1471-1490),  and  the  Eural  Kehabilitation  Coi4)oration 
Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.C. 
440-444) ,  $5-774 Od-jOOO  $58,319,000  together  with  not  more 
than  $2,250,000  of  the  charges  collected  in  connection  with 
the  insurance  of  loans  as  authorized  hy  section  309  (e)  of 
the  Consolidated  Fanners  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961, 
as  amended,  and  section  514  (b)  (3)  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended:  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 
$500,000  of  the  funds  available  for  the  various  programs 
administered  hy  this  agency  may  be  transferred  to  this  ap¬ 
propriation  for  temporary  field  employment  pursuant  to  the 
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second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 

2  ( 7  U.S.0. 2225 )  to  meet  unusual  or  heavy  workload  increases : 

3  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  in  this  paragraph 

4  may  be  used  to  administer  a  program  which  makes  rural 

5  housing  gi’ants  pursuant  to  section  504  of  the  Housing  Act 

6  of  1949,  as  amended. 

7  TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 

8  The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby  au- 

9  thorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of  funds 

10  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  corporation 

11  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such  con- 

12  tracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal  year  limita- 

13  tions  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Government  Corpora- 

14  tion  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary  in  carry- 

15  ing  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the  current 

16  fiscal  year  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as  herein- 

17  after  provided : 

18  Fedebal  Ceop  Insubance  Cobpobation 

19  ADMINISTBATIVE  AND  OPEBATING  EXPENSES 

20  For  administrative  and  operating  expenses,  $10,487,000 

21  $12,000,000. 

22  FEDEBAL  CBOP  INSUBANCE  COBPOBATION  FUND 

23  Not  to  exceed  $2vS50yOOQ  $1,430,000  of  administrative 

24  and  operating  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 
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Commodity  Credit  Corpoeation 

RElMBUliSBMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 
To  partially  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  for  net  realized  losses  sustained  but  not  previously  re¬ 
imbursed,  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  17,  1961  (15 
U.S.C.  713a-ll,  713a-l2),  $3,188,112,500,  of  which 
$350,467,000  is  for  Tupiidation  of  contract  authorization: 
Provided,  That  no  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be 
used  to  foiTOulate  or  administer  programs  for  the  sale  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  pursuant  to  title  I  of  Public  Law  480, 

83d  Congress,  as  amended,  to  any  nation  which  sells  or 
furnishes  or  which  permits  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  regis¬ 
try  to  transport  to  North  Vietnam  any  equipment,  materials 
or  commodities,  so  long  as  North  Vietnam  is  governed  by 
a  Communist  regime. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES  { 

Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  he  so  constnied  as  to  prev<‘ut 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  ari}^ 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law :  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $31,500,000  shall  be  available  for  administra¬ 
tive  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Provided  further.  That 
$945,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  available  only  to 
expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the  Corporation 
pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter: 
Provided  further.  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  this 
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autlionzation  shall  l)e  placed  in  reserve  to  be  apportioned 
pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  as  amended, 
for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at  such  times  as  may  be¬ 
come  necessary  to  carry  out  program  operations:  Provided 
further,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (including  legal  and 
special  services  perfonned  on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  hut  not 
including  other  personal  services)  in  connection  with  the 
acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  or  disposi¬ 
tion  of  any  real  or  personal  property  belonging  to  the  Cor¬ 
poration  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest,  including  expenses  of 
collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall  be  considered  as  non- 
administrative  expenses  for  the  purposes  hereof. 

PUBLIC  LAW  480 

For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1969,  not  otherwise  re¬ 
coverable,  and  unrecovered  prior  3^ears’  costs,  including  in¬ 
terest  thereon,  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1701- 
1710,  1721-1725,  173l-1736d),  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  as  follows :  ( 1 )  sale  of  agricultural  commodities 
for  foreign  currencies  and  for  dollars  on  credit  terms  pursuant 
to  title  I  of  said  Act,  $100,000,000:  Provided,  That  any 
unexpended  balances  of  appropriations  heretofore  available 
under  this  heading  for  title  I  of  said  Act  may  be  merged  with 
this  appropriation;  and  (2)  commodities  disposed  of  and 
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other  costs  incun'ed  in  connection  with  donations  abroad, 
pursuant  to  title  II  of  said  Act,  $200,000,000. 

TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Faem  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  $3,436,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law. 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed 
six  hundred  and  twenty-six  (626)  passenger  motor  vehicles, 
of  which  four  hundred  and  fifty-seven  (457)  shall  be 
for  replacement  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  503.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.C.  5901-5902). 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee 
of  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
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behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  he  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and 
September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629;  42  U.S.C 
1891-1893) ,  shall  he  available  for  contracting  in  accordance 
with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

Sec.  508.  None  of  the  funds  in  this  Act  shall  be  available 
to  finance  interdepartmental  boards,  commissions,  councils, 
committees,  or  similar  groups  under  section  214  of  the  Inde¬ 
pendent  Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1946  (31  U.S.C.  691) 
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which  do  not  have  prior  and  specific  Congressional  approval 
of  such  method  of  financial  support. 

509.  Moimy-  apf>repriate<l  in  this  Aet  shall  ho 
avnilahlo  for  e-xpeiiditnm  in  the  fiscal  year  ending  dame  30^ 
1 969  enlw  to  the  extent  that  expenditure  thereof  shall  not 


result  in  the  net  aggregate  expenditure  el  -Federal  hmds  hy 
all  agencies  pix^vided  for  herein  heyond  $fi7.5247-l-70781fif 
except  hy  those  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  expenditures 
required  hy  law  which  may  exceed  budget  estimates  thereforv 

S-EC-.-  fihO  Sec.  509.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated 
under  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  pay  salaries  of  any  Federal 
employee  who  is  convicted  in  any  Federal,  State,  or  local 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  of  inciting,  promoting,  or  car¬ 
rying  on  a  riot,  or  au}^  group  activity  resulting  in  material 
damage  to  property  or  injury  to  persons,  found  to  he  in  viola¬ 
tion  of  Federal,  State,  or  local  laws  designed  to  protect  ]a'r- 
sons  or  property  in  the  community  concerned. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1969”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  1,  1968. 

Attest:  W.  PAT  JENNINGS. 

Clerk. 
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SENATE 


lo  APPROPRIATIONS.  Began  debate  on  H„  R.  16913,  the  agricultural  appropriation  | 

bill  (ppo  S6561,  S6584-601).  Adopted  the  committee  amendments  en  bloc  for  J 

the  purpose  of  further  amendment  (pp.  S6595“6)o  Unanimous  consent  was  granted 
that  today,  May  29,  the  debate  on  any  amendment  would  be  limited  to  1  hour  • 

(p.  S6584) «  Sens.  Holland  and  Williams  filed  notice  of  intention  to  move  for 
suspension  of  the  rules  for  purpose  of  proposing  an  amendment  to  the  bill  ' 

(p«  S6561).  Pending  at  adjournment  was  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Hart  for  in-  -i 

creased  amounts  over  the  committee  approved  bill  for  the  school  lunch  program  i 

as  follows;  For  special  assistance  to  needy  schools  +$2«5  million  (total  of 
$10  million);  for  pilot  school  breakfast  program  +  $2  million  (total  of  $6,5 
million);  for  non-food  assistance  +$4,5  million  (total  of  $6.5  million);  and 

for  State  administrative  expenses  +$2.3  million  (total  of  $2.3  niillion)(po  S6596)! 

2.  HOUSING.  Passed,  67-4,  with  amendments,  S.  3497,  the  n^bposed  Housing  and  Urban 

Development  Act  of  1968  Qsm.  S6489,  S6490-1,  S6493-^,  S6518-54).  Amendments 
agreed  to  include  the  following;  By  Sen,  Bayh  to  r^ove  certain  restrictions  on/' 
the  eligibility  of  applican^for  certain  FHA  dis^ter  relief  loans  (limited  V 

not  to  exceed  $30,000)  due  to  '^rious  damage  reat^lting  from  major  disasters  i 

(p.  S6522) ;  by  Sen.  Metcalf  to  axtend  certain  3dA  disaster  relief  programs  to 
the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacifl^c  Islands  (o^  S6525)  ;  by  Sen.  Bayh,  to  provide 
that  one  may  not  receive  benefits  ^om  disa^er  relief  provisions  if  he  is 
convicted  of  having  taken  part  in  a\iot  (^.  S6515) ;  by  Sen.  Bayh  to  provide 
temporary  housing  for  victims  of  ma j oX^^d^as ter s  (pp.  S6519-20);  by  Sen, 

Proxmire,  to  add  language  to  improve  te^nology  in  development  of  housing  for 
lower  income  families  (pp.  S1613-4),  atud\^  Sen,  Hart  to  require  the  use  of  new  ] 
technology  in  construction  to  the  gr^tesX^xtent  feasible  (pp.  S6520-1);  i 

by  Sen.  Javits,  to  require  consul^ion  witlKthe  Department  of  Labor  and  SBA 
so  that  to  the  greatest  extent  po^ible  emplc^P^nt  opportunities  be  made 
available  for  lower  income  pers^s  in  connectiXa  with  assisted  projects  (pp. 
S6510-12),  and  by  Sen.  Clark,  provide  that  tcXthe  extent  possible  new  job 
opportunity  be  provided  for  ime  unemployed  and  un^^s^ployed  in  connection 
with  water  and  sewer  facil^^ies  projects  (pp.  S651^X5) . 

Sen.  Pearson  commended /the  rural  housing  provisioX.of  the  bill  (pp.  S6549-501 
He  also  submitted,  then  j^thdrew,  an  amendment  which  vrould  have  amended  the 
Housing  Act  of  1949  ttyincrease  the  ceiling  that  the  FalX^rs  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  might  include  xxya.  housing  project  in  a  rural  area  (pk  S6507). 

For  other  provis^ns  of  S.  3497,  see  Digest  86  \ 

3.  TRANSPORTATION,  yko.  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amendment^  S.  752,  to 

amend  section  203(b)(5)  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  to  clariX^  this  exemp¬ 
tion  with  resect  to  transportation  performed  by  agricultural  coo^rative 
association^for  nonmembers  (S.  Rept.  1152).  p.  S6558 

Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  15190,  to  provide  for  an  inves^^ation  and 
study  to  /determine  a  site  for  the  construction  of  a  sea- level  canal  connecting 
the  Atl^tic  and  Pacific  Oceans,  p.  S6504 

4.  WATE^  Passed  with  amendment  S.  224,  to  provide  for  rehabilitation  of  the  1^- 

lu^a  project,  Alaska.  At  the  request  of  Sen.  Mansfield  the  following  excStot 
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all  or  any  part  of  the  proposed  plan  of  op¬ 
eration,  the  Association  Is  given  anxDther 
thirty  days  to  devise  an.  acceptable  alterna- 
Ive.  If  It  does  not,  the  Commissioner  is  au- 
jorized  to  promulgate  a  plan  of  operation, 
^ragraph  (3)  of  subsection  (c)  provides 
forNie  amendment  of  the  plan  of  operation. 

SuNection  (d)  provides  that  all  members 
of  th^^issoclation  shall  participate  in  its 
wrltings^^xpenses,  profits,  and  losses,  or  in 
such  cate^ries  thereof  as  may  be  separately 
established\y  the  Association,  in  accordance 
with  such  folunula  as  may  be  devised  by  the 
Association,  si^ect  to  approval  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner. 

Subsection  (e)  provides  that  the  Associa¬ 
tion  is  to  be  govetMd  by  a  Board  of  eleven 
directors,  elected  a^ually,  by  cumulative 
voting  of  the  membeBs  of  the  Asosciatlon. 
The  votes  of  each  mem^r  of  the  Association 
are  to  be  weighed  in  a^>rdance  with  the 
proportionate  amount  o^each  member’s 
net  direct  premiums  writte^in  the  District 
of  Columbia  during  the  preening  calendar 
year.  The  first  board  is  to  be  eB^ted  within 
thirty  days  after  the  Commissioner’s  order 
at  a  meeting  of  the  members  at  a^me  and 
place  designated  by  the  Commissiorler. 
Section  7.  Examination  by  Commissioner 
’This  section  provides  that  the  Inspe^on 
Bureau,  Industry  Placement  Facility  and  ^y 
Joint  Underwriting  Association  are  to 
subjeot  to  the  supervision,  regulation  and^ 
examination  by  the  Commissioner.  Further, 
it  authorizes  the  Commissioner  to  summon 
and  qualify  witnesses  under  oath  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  operation  of  such  facilities. 

Section  8.  Waiver  of  liability 
This  section  proivdes  that  no  cause  of  ac¬ 
tion  shall  arise  against  insurers,  the  Inspec¬ 
tion  Bureau,  the  Industry  Placement  Facili¬ 
ty,  the  Joint  Underwriting  Association,  or 
their  agents  or  employees,  or  any  officer  or 
employee  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  for 
any  statements  made  in  good  faith  by  them 
concerning  the  insurability  of  property.  Re¬ 
ports  and  communications  with  respect  to 
individual  properties  are  not  to  be  available 
for  public  inspection. 

Section  9.  Annual  report  by  association 
This  section  requires  the  Joint  Underwrit¬ 
ing  Association  to  file  an  annual  report  with 
the  Commissioner  containing  information 
with  respect  to  its  transactions,  condition, 
operations  and  affairs  during  the  preceding 
year  and  such  other  information  in  such 
form  as  the  Commissioner  may  prescribe.  The 
Commissioner  may  also  require  the  Associa¬ 
tion  to  furnish  him  with  such  informs- > 
tion  from  time  to  time  as  he  may  requl^ 
to  evaluate  the  scope,  operation  and  expe 
ence  of  the  Association. 

Section  10.  Appeals 
Subsection  (a)  permits  any  appli^nt  for 
insmance  to  any  affected  insurer  ninety  days 
to  appeal  to  the  Commissioner  smy  ruling, 
action  or  decision  by  or  on  beh^  of  the  In-' 
spection  Bureau,  Industry  Pla^ment  Facili¬ 
ty,  or  Joint  Underwriting  Association. 

Subsection  (b)  providesVlhat  all  final  or¬ 
ders  or  decisions  of  the  Commissioner  made 
pmsuant  to  the  act  an^  reviewable  by  the 
District  of  Columbia  jcoort  of  Appeals. 
Section  11.  Reimlmrsement  of  National 
Insurance  Devalopment  Corporation 
This  section  authorizes  the  Commissioner 
to  assess  each  li^urance  company  authorized 
to  do  buslnessnn  the  District  of  Columbia  to 
provide  a  fund  sufficient  to  reimburse  the 
National  KLsurance  Development  Corpora¬ 
tion  in  manner  set  forth  in  section  1223 
(a)  the  National  Insurance  Develop¬ 

ment  yOorporation  Act  of  1968.  The  assess- 
mer^would  be  based  on  the  proportion  the 
premiums  written  in  the  District  of  Colum- 
bjn  by  each  such  comparly  bears  to  aggre- 
^te  premiums  written  in  the  •  District  of 
''Columbia  during  the  preceding  year  on  lines 


of  insurance  reinsured  by  the  Corporation 
during  the  current  year  whether  or  not  the 
particular  company  was  reinsured  by  the 
Corporation.  Such  fund  could  be  added  to  or 
created  by  appropriations. 

Section  12.  Delegation 
This  section  authorizes  the  Commissioner 
to  delegate  any  or  all  of  the  functions  vested 
in  him  by  the  act. 

Section  13.  Appropriations  ■ 

’This  section  authorizes  appropriations  of 
such  sums  as  are  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
act. 

Section  14.  Judicial  Review 
This  section  would  amend  section  11-742 
(a)  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Code  to 
make  all  final  orders  and  decisions  of  the 
Commissioner  under  the  act  reviewable  by 
the  District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals. 

ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS  OF  BILL 
AND  RESOLUTION 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that,  at  its  next 
printing,  the  name  of  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  be  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  the  resolution  (S.  Res.  13)j 
to  amend  rule  XXV  of  the  Standing  Rulj 
of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Wiyiout 
ejection,  it  is  so  ordered, 
fr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Preside^  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that,  at/its  next 
printn^,  the  names  of  the  Stator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  MuNDTl/xhe  Senator 
from  Warning  [Mr.  Hanmn],  and  the 
Senator  frSm  Arkansas  LMv.  McClellan] 
be  added  ^  cospon^rs  of  the  bill 
(S.  3483)  to  iNjtect  t^freedom  of  choice 
of  Federal  emi^yepB  in  employee-man¬ 
agement  relatioi 
The  PRESIDIPOS  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is/o  ordered. 


AMENDlSffiNT  OF  FEDERAL  CIVIL 
DEFEJpJSE  ACT  OF  1&50— AMEND- 
MEl^ 

AMENDMENT  NO.  832> 

YOUNG  of  Ohio  subir^tted  an 
fendment,  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
fim,  to  the  bill  (H.R.  15004)  to  farther 
'amend  the  Federal  Civil  Defense  A^of 
1950,  as  amended,  to  extend  the  expir 
tion  date  of  certain  authorities  ther^ 
under,  and  for  other  purposes,  which  was"' 
ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be 
printed. 


DEPARTMENT  OP  AGRICULTURE 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  AP¬ 
PROPRIATION  BILL,  1969— AMEND¬ 
MENTS 

AMENDMENTS  NOS.  833  AND  834 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware  submitted 
two  amendments,  intended  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  by  him,  to  the  bill  (H.R.  16913) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969, 
and  for  other  purposes,  which  were  or¬ 
dered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  837 

Mr.  HART  (for  himself,  Mr.  Muskie, 
Mr.  Javits,  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massachu¬ 
setts,  and  Mr.  Young  of  Ohio)  proposed 
an  amendment  to  House  bill  16913,  supra, 
which  was  ordered  to  be  printed. 


NOTICES  OF  MOTIONS  TO  SUSPEND 
THE  RULE — AMENDMENTS  TO  DE¬ 
PARTMENT  OP  AGRICUL'TURE  AND 
RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION  BILL,  1969 

AMENDMENT  NO.  835 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware  submitted 
the  following  notice  in  writing: 

In  accordance  with  rule  XL  of  the  Stand¬ 
ing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  I  hereby  give  notice 
in  writing  that  it  is  my  intention  to  move  to 
suspend  paragraph  (4)  of  rule  XVI  for  the 
purpose  of  proposing  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
16913)  making  appropriations  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agen¬ 
cies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969, 
and  for  other  purposes,  the  following  amend¬ 
ment,  namely:  On  page  38,  between  lines  17 
and  18,  insert  a  new  section  as  follows: 

“Sec.  510.  JTotwithstandlng  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  after  January  1,  1969,  no  pro¬ 
ducer  shall  be  eligible  for  payments  under 
any  program  or  programs  administered  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  any  amount 
in  excess  of  $10,000  for  any  one  year.  The 
foregoing  limitation  shall  Include  the  dollar 
value  (as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture)  of  any  payment-ln-kind  made  to 
a  producer,  but  shall  not  include  the  amount 
of  any  price  support  loan  made  to  a  pro¬ 
ducer.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware  also  sub¬ 
mitted  an  amendment,  intended  to  be 
proposed  by  him,  to  House  bill  16913, 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969, 
and  for  other  purposes,  which  was  or¬ 
dered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

(For  text  of  amendment  referred  to, 
see  the  foregoing  notice.) 

AMENDMENT  NO.  836 

Mr.  HOLLAND  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  notice  in  writing: 

In  accordance  with  rule  XL,  of  the  Stand¬ 
ing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  I  hereby  give  notice 
in  writing  that  it  is  my  intention  to  move  to 
suspend  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI  for  the 
purpose  of  proposing  to  the  bill  (H.R.  16913) 
milking,  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for 
other  purposes,  the  following  amendment, 
namely:  Page  19,  line  12,  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “:  Provided,  ’That  not  to  exceed  $2,500,- 
000  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
for  the  payment  of  obligations  incurred  un¬ 
der  the  appropriation  for  similar  purposes 
for  the  preceding  fiscal  year”. 

V  Mr.  HOLLAND  also  submitted  an 
aj^ndment,  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
•hilr^...to  House  biU  16913,  supra,  which 
was  eVdered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be 
printeo^^ 

(For  t'^t  of  amendment  referred  to, 
see  the  f\-egoing  notice.) 


ENROLLED  BC  AND  JOINT  RESO- 
LUTKJ  PRESENTED 

The  Secretary  >  Senate  reported 

that  on  today.  May  L968,  he  presented 
to  the  President  of  United  States  the 
following  enrolled  i^and  joint  reso- 

lutidn:  . 

S.  'i26.^n  act  for  the  relief  of  Pedro  An¬ 
tonio  Julio  Sanchez; 

S.  233.  An  act  for  the  relief 
Davis; 

S.  1040.  An  act  for  the  relief  dt  certain 
employees  of  the  Department  of  Navy; 

S.  1052.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Nicliqlas  S. 
Cvetan,  U.S.  Air  Force  (retired) ; 
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S.  2409.  An.  act  for  the  relief  of  the  estate 
''of  Josiah  K.  Lilly:  and 
\^,J.  Res.  168.  Joint  resolution  to  authorize 
th A  temporary  funding  of  the  emergency 
credt^  revolving  fund. 

n6^ce  of  hearings  on 

^ST-WEST  TRADE 

Mr.  MONDALE.  Mr.  President,  on  June 
4,  1968,  at  in  room  5302,  New 

Senate  Office  Building,  the  International 
Finance  Subcomi^ittee  of  the  Banking 
and  Cm’rency  Conlmittee  will  commence 
hearings  on  Senate  ^oint  Resolution  169, 
which  is  a  joint  resolution  that  would 
express  the  sense  of  tft^  Congress  that 
the  Export  Control  Act  Regulations  and 
the  Export-Import  Bank^nancing  re- 
structions  be  modified  to  promote  the 
best  interest  of  the  United  St^s  by  per¬ 
mitting  an  increase  in  trade  irppeaceful 
goods  between  the  United  States  a^id  the 
nations  of  Eastern  Europe. 

As  previously  annoimced,  the  hear'Hjgs 
will  continue  on  June  13,  June  27,  Ji 
17,  and  July  24.  Persons  wishing  to  tes¬ 
tify  or  submit  statements  in  connection 
with  this  resolution  should  contact  Mr. 
Hugh  H.  Smith,  Jr.,  assistant  counsel. 
Senate  Committee  on  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency,  5300  New  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.  20510,  telephone  225- 
3921. 

THE  NEED  TO  ABOLISH  BUREAU¬ 
CRATIC  TYRANNY 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  more 
than  8  months  ago,  the  Senate  voted 
approval  of  proposed  legislation  reported 
by  the  Subcommittee  on  Constitutional 
Rights  of  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary,  described  as  a  “bill  of  rights”  for 
Government  employees.  The  vote  was  79 
to  4,  indicating  this  Chamber’s  em¬ 
phatic  indorsement  of  new  regulations 
designed  to  terminate  political  pressures 
and  prying  into  the  religious  beliefs,  sex¬ 
ual  attitudes,  and  private  finances  of  Fed¬ 
eral  workers.  The  system,  arousing  wide¬ 
spread  indignation,  has  been  compared 
to  the  “big  brother”  government  envi¬ 
sioned  in  George  Orwell’s  “1984.” 

For  some  reason,  the  measure  has  been 
bottled  up  in  a  subcommittee  in  the  other 
body,  and  its  chances  of  passage  at  this 
session  now  appear  dim.  Meanwhile,  the, 
need  for  reforms  in  bureaucratic  tyranrn 
continues  evident.  In  a  series  of  thvee 
columns  in  the  Chicago  Tribune, /xhe 
tribulations  of  a  constituent,  Mr.  Carles 
F.  Olson  of  Morris,  Ill.,  have  b^n  de¬ 
scribed.  They  provide  graphic  ^idence, 
as  the  writer  suggests,  thajtr  Otto  F. 
Otepka,  the  celebrated  targe^f  a  5-year 
campaign  of  harassment  bwme  State  De¬ 
partment,  is  not  the  only^ictim  of  Fed¬ 
eral  oppression. 

I  ask  unanimous  con^^nt  that  the  three 
columns  written  Willard  Edwards, 
columnist  for  the /Chicago  Tribune,  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  ho  objection,  the  articles 
were  ordered  ^  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Capitol  Views 
^(By  Willard  Edwards) 
Wash^gton,  May  20. — If  it  were  not  for 
other  revelations  about  such  victims  of  fed- 
eral  tyranny  as  Otto  P.  Otepka  and  his  asso¬ 


ciates,  the  story  of  Charles  P.  Olson  would 
be  regarded  as  incredible  in  this  land  of  free¬ 
dom. 

It  is  in  some  respects  more  tragic  than  the 
Otepka  account,  because  a  cruel  weapon  was 
employed  in  Olson’s  case,  leaving  a  stigma 
which  will  always  haunt  him. 

Olson,  47,  an  American  citizen  peacefully 
engaged  in  the  pursuit  of  happiness  until  he 
ran  afoul  of  bureaucratic  arrogance,  came 
here  last  week,  seeking  relief  from  a  cam¬ 
paign  of  harassment  by  the  government 
which  employs  him. 

Por  three  days,  he  told  his  story  to  all 
who  would  listen  and  enlisted  the  Interest  of 
two  powerful  senators,  Everett  M.  Dirksen 
[R.,  Ill.]  and  Sam  J.  Ervin  Jr.  [D.,  N.C.]. 

Then  he  returned  to  his  home  at  1341 
Liberty  st.,  Morris,  Ill.,  daring  to  be  hopeful 
of  Justice  in  the  future. 

Olson  talked  to  Otepka,  the  state  depart¬ 
ment  security  chief  who  is  still  waging  a 
fight  for  vindication  after  live  years  of  fed¬ 
eral  persecution.  The  two  men  found  much 
in  common.  They  both  got  into  trouble  be¬ 
cause  they  offended  their  superiors  in  the 
government  by  refusing  to  close  their  eyes 
to  wrongdoing. 

Both  were  fired  from  their  jobs,  both  won 
reinstatement  when  the  charges  were  proved 
^false.  But  bureaucratic  vengence  continues 
pursue  them. 

yOLSON  QUESTIONED  DEFENSE  CONTRACTS 

oVepka  dared  to  expose  conditions  in  th^ 
state'^epartment  which  protected  securit 
risk.  Qlson  touched  an  equajly  sensi^e 
nerve  InNihe  defense  department  where  he 
was  employed.  His  questioning  of  (^ense 
contracts  li^uriated  superiors  wlye  were 
nervous  abouVcongressional  probes /of  waste, 
inefficiency  an\  potential  fraud  iir  the  Pen¬ 
tagon’s  multi-biRion  dollar  spading  pro¬ 
grams. 

The  two  men  aRe  alike  yfi  mildness  of 
manner,  keen  intelli^nce,  yuid  a  fierce  pa¬ 
triotism  which  inspired  th®m  to  fight  back 
against  the  overwheln^g  forces  of  “big 
brother”  government,  recoil  from  the 

thought  of  being  cla^fieoS^s  martyrs  but 
are  willing  to  the  cnftnce  of  being 

crushed  in  a  ba^ne  against  injustice. 

Olson  is  an  e^tronics  engineer,  a  grade 
12  [$12,250  a  y^r]  employee  of^e  United 
States  army’s Ammunition  procuren^ent  and 
supply  agenA in  Joliet,  Ill. 

Until  h^T.ook  this  post  in  March,\l965, 
his  life  Md  been  comparatively  placidS.He 
had  preAjusly  been  employed  by  the  gove^- 
ment  ^r  five  years  in  the  50 ’s  as  a  maids 
tenanCe  engineer  on  an  atomic  warhead' 
prc^cV,  receiving  a  top  secret  security  clear- 
ai)C®i  Slid  the  highest  ratings.  He  worked  in 
•ivate  industry  for  five  years  before  return¬ 
ing  to  federal  employ.  The  documented  rec¬ 
ord  of  his  professional  career  reveals  him  as 
a  trusted  and  respected  figure,  highly  com- 
‘  mended  by  every  employer  for  whom  he 
worked. 

His  new  duties  consisted  of  inspection 
trips  around  the  country,  evaluating  muni¬ 
tions  contracts  together  with  a  team  of  other 
experts.  He  was  extremely  conscious  of  the 
fact  that  these  contracts  were  for  supplies 
to  equip  young  Americans  fighting  in  Viet 
Nam.  As  a  youth,  he  had  served  overseas  in 
World  War  II  as  a  medical  corpsman.  For 
three  years,  he  had  cared  for  wounded  men 
and  seen  them  die.  He  wanted  no  waste  of 
taxpayers’  dollars  or  costly  delays  in  the  ful¬ 
filment  of  government  contracts. 

PROPOSES  PLAN  TO  SAVE  $250,000 

On  his  first  trip,  Olson  pointed  out  how 
a  $250,000  saving  could  be  accomplished  on 
a  contract.  On  another  tour,  he  made  rec¬ 
ommendations  designed  to  speed  up  the 
manufacture  of  weapons.  The  record  shows 
that  the  contractors  in  these  cases  acknowl¬ 
edged  the  soundfiess  of  his  suggestions,  but 
Olson  found  himself  quickly  in  trouble  with 
his  burocratic  superiors. 


He  was  advised  to  approve  contracts  with¬ 
out  scrutinizing  them  too  closely.  He  was 
only  Increasing  paper-work,  reflecting  upory 
the  efficiency  of  higher-ups,  and  getting^ 
reputation  as  a  “trouble-maker.” 

Olson  refused  to  “go  along.”  He  contln(&ed 
to  note  defects.  After  a  series  of  waMwngs, 
he  was  suddenly,  in  November,  19^^  dis¬ 
missed  on  charges  of  being  absen^/wvlthout 
leave. 

With  the  aid  of  his  pastor,  th^feev.  David 
Zimmerman  of  St.  Thomas  Epiafopal  church, 
Olson  secured  legal  aid  and  fiought  the  dis¬ 
missal.  He  and  his  family,  Awife  and  three 
sons,  endured  the  loss  of  Ms  income  for  six 
months.  Then,  at  a  heajmg  in  Chicago,  he 
proved  his  contention  Bfet  the  charges  were 
without  basis.  He  wa^mrdered  reinstated  by 
the  Civil  Service  confoission  with  full  back 
pay  and  WashlngAi  rejected  the  agency’s 
appeal  against  th  A ruling. 

It  should  havA>een  a  moment  of  triumph. 
But  the  govenenent  now  promptly  wielded 
its  most  dre^ed  instrument  to  punish  re¬ 
fractory  employes — a  charge  of  mental  in¬ 
stability.  Ahat  story  will  be  explored  in  a 
succeeding  column. 


Capitol  Views 
(By  Willard  Edwards) 

’ashington.  May  22. — Por  a  brief,  com- 
irting  period,  Charles  F.  Olson  of  Morris, 
II.,  believed  that  an  ordinary  American  citi¬ 
zen,  with  justice  on  his  side,  could  prevail 
over  the  awesome  forces  of  the  government 
bureaucracy.  Disillusionment  came  quickly. 

As  described  in  a  preceding  column,  Olson 
won  his  fight  in  May,  1967,  for  reinstate¬ 
ment  to  his  post  as  electronics  engineer  in 
the  army’s  ammunition  procurement  and 
supply  agency  in  Joliet,  Ill. 

The  charges  against  him  had  been  offi¬ 
cially  branded  as  without  basis  by  the  Civil 
Service  commission.  They  had  been  leveled 
by  angry  superiors  who  resented  his  refusal 
to  close  his  eyes  to  defects  in  defense  con¬ 
tracts  providing  materials  for  the  troops  in 
Viet  Nam.  The  word  from  the  Pentagon, 
alarmed  by  congressional  exposure  of  waste, 
inefficiency,  and  fraud,  was  to  get  rid  of 
this  underling  as  a  “non-conformist  and 
disruptive  influence.” 

Olson,  47,  collected  six  months  back  pay 
and  paid  off  debts  Incurred  during  his  legal 
battle  for  vindication.  On  his  first  day  back 
at  work,  he  found  that  he  had  not  been  for¬ 
given.  A  fellow  worker  told  him,  “We  got  rid 
of  you  once  and  we’ll  do  it  again.” 

Instead  of  being  returned  to  his  engineer- 
^g  duties,  he  was  assigned  to  a  clerical  job, 
ling  meaningless  papers.  Other  employes 
wV^e  hostile  or  afraid  to  speak  to  him. 
‘.attern  of  vengeance  is  familiar 
Th^Snattern  of  vengeance  was  familiar.  He 
was  IsoNted  and  given  demeaning  duties  just 
as  Otto  ^  Otepka  and  his  associates,  in  a 
more  celeN^fed  case,  were  penalized  by  the 
state  department  for  refusing  to  remain 
silent  about  ^ongdoing. 

The  defense  Naepartment,  in  Olson’s  case, 
now  decided  to  \ise  the  weapon  of  reprisal 
most  dreaded  by  government  employees.  It 
ordered  Olson  last  ^nuary  to  submit  to  a 
psychiatric  examinatffi 

In  his  entire  career,  \ip  to  this  point,  no 
question  had  ever  been  r^ed  about  Olson’s 
mental  fitness.  He  had  serNd  for  three  years 
in  military  service  in  World  iVar  II  and  later, 
as  an  engineer  on  a  top-secre^atomic  project 
where  every  employe  was  rigid^^  examined. 
In  private  industry,  he  had  be^  subjected 
to  exhaustive  psychological  testin^receiving 
superior  ratings. 

He  was  surprised  when  the  psychiatrist 
dismissed  him  after  a  half-hour  of  quesOon- 
ing.  Such  examinations  are  usually  lengtoy 
and  detailed.  Promptly,  the  verdict  camP 
thru:  Olson  was  a  “chronic  paranoid,’ 
all-embracing  term  covering  delusions  •  of' 
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and  exorbitant  prices  for  prescription  drugs 
used  in  Federally-supported  programs.”  As  I 
suggested  a  few  minutes  ago,  unless  the  pri¬ 
vate  sector  will  show  the  same  vitality  in 
Diving  drug  pricing  problems  it  has  shown 
in^iscovering  new  products  and  marketing 
theita,  public  and  governmental  pressures  will 
grow\to  find  alternatives  to  the  existing 
arrangements . 

Medic^e,  as  all  of  you  know,  does  not 
provide  protection  against  the  costs  of  out¬ 
patient  pre^lption  medicines — it  is  a  critical 
gap  in  an  comprehensive  pro¬ 

gram  of  heal^  insurance  coverage  among 
the  Nation’s  n^ly  19  million  people.  Few 
seem  to  disagree \|bout  the  need  to  provide 
some  form  of  prot^tion  against  outpatient 
prescriplton  drug  cogte.  The  question  is  one 
of  how  to  best  achievV  such  protection. 

Legislation  which  I  sronsored  last  year, 
but  which  was  just  narrWly  defeated,  and 
legislation  which  I  have  a^in  reintroduced, 
represents  a  reasoned  andNmodest  begin¬ 
ning  toward  protecting  the\elderly  from 
catastrophic  drug  expenses.  I  would  like  to 
just  briefly  touch  upon  the  slgnintent  points 
contained  in  the  proposal  whichNnow  has 
the  endorsement  of  38  Members  of  th»Senate. 

First,  I  repeat  that  the  program  \  have 
proposed  is  a  modest  program  design^  to 
protect  against  catastrophic  prescripfion 
drug  costs.  Since  the  aged  and  the  Go\r 
emment  share  in  the  costs  of  my  program, 
we  must  assure  that  the  funds  are  used 
wisely  and  only  to  assist  those  who  really 
need  protection.  Many  older  persons  can 
budget  drug  expenses  and  require  no  assist¬ 
ance.  Consistent  with  the  principle  of  an 
Insixrance  program,  my  bill  insures  against 
the  expenses  of  high  risk  individuals. 

Second,  the  proposal  insures  against  the 
risk  of  overwhelming  drug  expense  by  pay¬ 
ing  benefits  to  patients  themselves.  In  this 
way,  community  pharmacists  are  in  no  way 
affected  in  their  pricing  or  marketing  prac¬ 
tices.  The  relationships  which  exist  between 
pharmacies  and  their  patrons  are  thereby 
not  interferred  with. 

Finally,  tlie  legislation  fully  endorses  free¬ 
dom  of  choice  for  a  patient  in  selecting  his 
pharmacist  and  guarantees  that  physician 
judgment  is  in  no  way  compromised  by  the 
fact  that  patients  may  be  reimbursed  in 
whole  or  in  part  by  the  medicare  program. 
I  have  long  seen  the  contribution  which  in¬ 
dependent  pharmacists  within  the  commu¬ 
nity  can  make.  For  this  reason,  the  legisla¬ 
tion  I  have  introduced  does  not  authorize 
payments  to  physicians  for  prescribed  medi¬ 
cines  as  part  of  physicians’  services — a  re¬ 
sponsibility  properly  assigned  to  the  inde- 
p>endent  community  pharmacies.  Any  pro¬ 
posal  to  help  our  older  citizens  meet  the  cost^ 
of.  outpatient  medicines  should,  therefore 
strengthen  rather  than  limit  the  role  of  l^al 
pharmacy. 

But  the  legislation  which  I  am  spo^oring 
also  takes  into  account  the  need  guar¬ 
antees  that  Federal  tax  dollars  an^the  pre¬ 
miums  paid  by  older  people  are  i^ed  in  the 
most  economical  manner  possible.  The  pro¬ 
posal  also  reflects  the  belief  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  drug  expenses  shou^  be  based  upon 
rational,  professional  decjisions  about  the 
kind  and  quality  of  dru^  the  aged  require. 
In  other  words,  the  p^osal  expands  upon 
the  experience  of  forrn^arles  in  hospitals  and 
in  some  public  prc^ams  in  order  to  look 
intelligently  at  prl^and  cost  considerations. 
It  is  at  this  poiat  that  critics  of  the  pro¬ 
posal  have  triecLto  confuse  the  merits  of  the 
legislation  wtm  various  polemic  smoke¬ 
screens. 

The  amqjffnt  of  benefits  to  which  patients 
would  be/fctitled  would  be  determined  by  a 
Nation^  Formulary  Committee.  The  first 
concepin  of  this  committee,  which  would  have 
profb^ional  and  technical  pharmaceutical 
assistance,  would  be  to  identify  those  drugs, 
required  by  the  aged,  for  which  reimburse- 
lent  would  be  made.  The  same  professional 
'^evaluation  of  drug  products,  about  which  I 


spoke  earlier,  would  be  made  by  this  Com¬ 
mittee.  Such  a  dialogue  invariably  leads  to 
issues  of  rational  drug  therapy  and  drug 
quality.  These  are  professional  decisions  and 
can  be  made  only  by  physicians  and  pharma¬ 
cists.  Having  established  a  formulary  for 
which  the  program  will  provide  payments, 
the  Committee  would  identify  the  most  com¬ 
petitive  product  on  the  market.  The  price  of 
this  product  would  then  become  the  extent 
of  the  program’s  liability  to  which  would  be 
added  an  amount  representing  the  value  of 
professional  pharmaceutical  services  and  the 
other  costs  required  for  dispensing  a  pre¬ 
scription. 

One  of  the  principal  criticisms  raised 
against  the  proposed  legislation  is  that  it 
would  require  generic  prescribing  or  interfere 
with  the  physician’s  right  to  select  any  prod¬ 
uct  he  so  chooses  for  his  patient.  ’This  con¬ 
tention  is  utterly  false.  Physicians  would  con¬ 
tinue  to  prescribe  in  any  manner  they  see  fit 
and  would  continue  to  judge  first  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  his  patient’s  health  and  safety. 
As  you  all  know,  the  presence  or  absence  of  a 
trade  name  is  no  guarantee  of  quality  by 
itself.  My  proposal  seeks  to  pay  for  quality 
products,  but  for  quality  which  is  the  most 
competitive. 

Since  payments  for  covered  drugs  are  to 
beneficiaries,  pharmacists  are  not  placed  in 
the  position  of  vendors,  compelled  to  accep^' 
this  or  that  price.  Substitution  of  Feder^ 
irices  for  prices  which  already  make  captive 
t^  many  transactions  in  pharmacies  or  place 
th^professional  services  of  the  pharmacist 
in  d^lars  and  cents  framework  is  ncyanswer 
eitheNrhe  pharmacist  dispensing  a^rescrip- 
tion  charges  his  usual  and  custonfary  fee  to 
the  pati^t  just  as  he  now  doe^  And  while 
the  benefidiary  receives  part  c^his  payment 
for  pharmaN  services,  the  ^se  or  non-use 
of  the  profes^pnal  fee  sy^m  remains  the 
decision  of  thNjndividufUi'  pharmacist  him¬ 
self.  Pharmacy  must  evaluate  the  desirabil¬ 
ity  of  freeing  itseliSan^ts  compensation  for 
professional  services'^om  the  costs  of  the 
products  dispensed. 

The  substance  o^the'jH'oposal  I  and  others 
are  sponsoring  is/to  confer  costs  and  drug 
economics  afte^scientific^dgment  is  exer¬ 
cised.  ’Where  y^idence  and  jocperience  indi¬ 
cates  that  ^wer-cost  produ^s  perform  as 
well  as  hi^er-cost  products, N^he  program 
would  n^  be  committed  to  pHving  more 
than  necessary.  Since  the  ino^usion  or 
exclu^n  of  this  or  that  product,  uMer  this 
or  tlmt  name,  is  irrelevant  to  the  Inline  or 
pricing  position  of  manufacturers  or  s^ar- 
, cists — these  practices  are  not  part  o:^he 
_irogram — only  the  beneficiary  may  won^r 
why  large  price  differentials  exist  betwee: 
what  he  is  charged  and  what  the  program 
will  pay  him.  Certainly  this  concern  will 
provide  an  incentive  for  closer  consultation 
between-  physicians  and  pharmacists  as  to 
the  availability  and  usefulness  of  alternate 
products  in  subsequent  prescribing  practice. 
Certainly,  no  professional  can  dispute  the 
desirability  of  such  increased  communica¬ 
tion. 

One  of  America’s  leading  phai-maceutical 
houses,  in  a  publication  and  in  advertise¬ 
ments  distributed  Nation-wide — including 
one  in  your  own  Journal — outlined  what  it 
sees  as  necessary  principles  which  must-  be 
adopted  for  a  sound  program  of  third-party 
payment,  including  medicare. 

First,  maintain  the  physician’s  right  to 
prescribe  the  product  of  his  choice. 

The  Montoya  bill  heartily  endorses  this 
principle,  and  says  in  the  opening  language 
of  the  proposal,  “nothing  (in  this  Act)  shall 
be  construed  in  anywise  to  limit  or  restrict 
the  complete  freedom  of  choice  of  any  in¬ 
sured  individual  in  the  selection  of  his  physi¬ 
cian,  limit  or  restrict  any  physician  treat¬ 
ing  such  individual  in  prescribing  drugs  for 
such  individual’s  use.” 

Second,  Insure  the  patient’s  right  to  select 
the  pharmacy  of  his  choice. 


The  Montoya  bill  begins  with  the  state¬ 
ment  that,  “It  is  the  policy  of  the  Congress' 
that  Individuals  Insured  .  .  .  shaU  haVe 
complete  freedom  of  choice  in  the  selecj^n 
of  the  community  pharmacy  from  Wiich 
they  purchase  drugs,  the  expenses  of /which 
are  covered  under  such  program  .  .  / 

Third,  eliminate  the  threat  oy  govern¬ 
ment  pharmacy  facilities  replying  local 
pharmacies. 

Certainly,  recognition  of  th^^role  of  com¬ 
munity  pharmacies  cannot  h/e  compromised. 
This  is  why  my  proposal  in^ts  upon  under¬ 
writing  the  costs  of  pres^ptlon  drugs  for 
the  aged  tmder  existing  ^d  private  arrange¬ 
ments,  rather  than  tq/call  for  government 
pharmacies.  / 

Fom-th,  adopt  beneficiary  identification 
measures  that  a,vy(d  confusion  about  eligi¬ 
bility.  / 

Since  my  prc^sal  is  to  expand  the  benefits 
of  the  Supplementary  Medical  Insurance 
portion  of  medicare  program,  beneficiary 
identificati^  is  already  an  accomplished  fact. 
Moreover/  entitlement  to  benefits  under  my 
proposal  does  not  involve  any  determination 
on  th/  part  of  the  physician  or  the  phar¬ 
macist. 

Kfth,  the  industry  spokesmen  in  this 
s^tement  of  principles,  recommends  the  use 
m  a  “co-pay”  program  which  would  result 
'^in  benefit  payments  from  the  first  dollar  of 
prescription  expense. 

This  recommendation  I  cannot  endorse. 
The  initial  deductible  provision  in  my  pro¬ 
posal  allocates  a  higher  proportion  of  the 
program’s  income  to  high-risk  Individuals, 
the  persons  who  actually  need  assistance  in 
meeting  their  drug  expenses.  Instead  of  in¬ 
suring  against  any  risk  occurrence  for  drug 
expenses  among  the  aged,  the  $25  deductible 
provision  in  my  bill  prevents  the  use  of  pro¬ 
gram  funds  for  small  and  obviously  man¬ 
ageable  expenses.  This  initial  deductible  per¬ 
mits  us  to  provide  more  comprehensive  pro¬ 
tection  for  those  with  catastrophic  drug 
expenses.  The  initial  deductible  also  avoids 
the  heavy  administration  costs  of  processing 
small  bills,  the  charges  of  which  in  the  ag¬ 
gregate  are  not  greater  than  the  amount  of 
the  drug  deductible. 

The  sixth  recommendation  calls  for  the 
use  of  the  most  efficient  and  practical 
method  of  processing  diug  claims. 

As  many  of  you  know,  much  of  the  bene¬ 
fits  Involved  in  a  prescription  drug  insurance 
program  can  be  lost  in  very  expensive  ad¬ 
ministrative  procedures.  The  bill  I  have  pro¬ 
posed  provides  the  widest  possible  latitude 
to  the  adminitsrators  of  such  a  program  to 
Insure  that  benefits  are  provided  in  the  most 
efficient  and  economicai  manner. 

Other  industry  recommendations  Include 
the  adoption  of  procedmes  to  guarantee  the 
^  fid  processing  of  claims,  the  establishment 
of\effective  utilization  controls  to  guard 
agaSast  program  abuse,  and  the  recommenda- 
tionNp  ground  the  entire  program  on  sound 
financi^  principles.  I  can  assure  you  that 
the  supNrters  of  the  bill  are  working  to  in- 
corporate^^ach  of  these  recommenda-tions. 

Your  Ass^iation  is  on  record  as  supporting 
this  proposal  But  this  endorsement  is  not 
only  a  progrank  to  help  the  elderly  meet  the 
costs  of  prescriNjofi  medicines.  It  is  also  an 
endorsement  ofN  rational  therapy  from 
which  can  follow ,'Vithout  emotion,  legiti¬ 
mate  consideration^^or  the  economics  of 
providing  drugs  to  thXAmerioan  people.  Al¬ 
though  my  bill  uses  tl^  concepts  of  “pro¬ 
fessional  fee”  and  relief  upon  physician- 
pharmacist  cooperation  ik  establishing  a 
formulary,  the  legislation  Npes  not  make 
either  of  these  approaches  Na  compulsory 
feature  of  the  program.  It  is  nN  fervent  be¬ 
lief  that  men  of  pharmacy  and  iNdicine  will 
work  to  bring  about  these  changeSs^  a  vol¬ 
untary  manner — for  the  benefit  of'Wl. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  the  suppoi't  you 
have  given,  individually  and  as  an  Ass<^ia- 
ton,  to  this  and  other  legislation  is  not  dj^y 
a  tribute  to  your  goals  as  an  Association,  b\t 
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marks  out  for  the  1970’s  the  challenges  and 
Njesponsibilities  for  the  future.  Your  perspec¬ 
tive  Is  indeed  far-reaching.  I  wish  you  con¬ 
tinued  suxxjess.  Thank  you. 

[  An  American  Pharmaceutical  Association 
N,  news  release.  May  8,  1968] 

Mont^a  Urges  Expanded  Professional 
''Kole  for  Pharmacists 

Miami  BeAim,  Fla.,  May  8. — Senator  Joseph 
Montoya  (dN.  Mex)  today  urged  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  pharmachds  to  seek  an  expanding  role 
in  providing  the  American  public  with  qual¬ 
ity  drug  product^n  the  most  economical 
manner  possible. 

Speaking  before  thddlSth  Annual  Meeting 
of  the  American  Pharnfaceutical  Association, 
in  Miami  Beach,  Florid^  the  Senator  noted 
that  “the  American  pharnikclst  receives  more 
education  in  pharmacology,  and  toxicology 
than  any  other  health  professix^nal,  including 
the  physician  who  has  overall  ivspKDnsibility 
for  the  patient’s  well-being.’’  Stator  Mon¬ 
toya  called  upon  members  of  bO|h  health 
professions  to  seek  "an  Increased  prd^ssional 
dialogue”  in  order  to  “more  fully  uthtee  the 
skills  and  training  of  pharmacists  in  the 
overall  health  care  system.”  \ 

Noting  that  while  much  is  being  donexto 
Improve  the  quality  of  drug  products  pur* 
chased  by  Americans,  the  Senator  pointed  to 
another  objective — that  of  assuring  access  to 
a  variety  of  quality  products  in  a  competitive 
setting.  “First,  last,  and  always,”  the  Senator 
said,  “the  American  people  want  assurances 
that  what  they  are  buying  is  of  the  finest 
quality  available.”  But,  he  added,  “the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  expect,  and  the  Congress  has  the 
obligation  to  assure — particularly  insofar  as 
tax-supported  programs  are  concerned— 
that  quality  drugs,  like  quality  health  care, 
be  proved  in  the  most  economical  manner 
possible.” 

Noting  the  increased  public  concern  about 
rising  costs  in  health  and  medical  care,  Sen¬ 
ator  Montoya  predicted  that  “public  health 
expenditures  for  prescription  medicines — 
for  both  inpatients  and  outpatients — will 
continue  to  receive  close  scrutiny.”  The  New 
Mexico  Democrat  suggested  that  “by  work¬ 
ing  together  to  evaluate  drug  requirements, 
eliminating  Irrational  product  duplication, 
physicians  and  pharmacists  provide  high 
quality  at  the  least  possible  cost.”  “Obvi¬ 
ously,  however,”  the  Senator  went  on  to  say, 
“there  is  considerably  more  room  for  closer 
professional  relationships  between  physi¬ 
cians  and  pharmacists.” 

Turning  to  the  legislation  he  has  intro¬ 
duced  to  help  the  elderly  meet  their  drug 
costs  under  medicare.  Senator  Montoya  un¬ 
derlined  the  philosophy  behind  his  proposal. 
He  stated  that  his  bill  reflects  the  belief  thaV 
reimbursement  for  drug  expenses  should  Ue 
based  upon  rational,  professional  decistems 
about  the  kinds  and  quality  of  drug^ the 
aged  require.  Where  evidence  and  exp^ience 
Indicates  that  lower-cost  products  perform 
as  well  as  higher-cost  products,  the^rogram 
would  not  be  committed  to  paying/more  than 
is  necessary.  The  Senator  alsoypolnted  out 
that  an  Increased  dialogue  b^ween  physi¬ 
cians  and  pharmacists  inv^ably  leads  to 
Issues  of  rational  drug  therapy  and  drug 
quality.  In  his  view  thejie  are  professional 
issues  and  can  only  be^iscussed  by  physi¬ 
cians  and  pharmacistsyin  summary,  he  said, 
“the  substance  of  tl^  proposal  I  and  others 
are  sponsoring  is  tq^onslder  costs  and  drug 
economics  after  /  scientific  judgment  is 
exercised.”  / 

Montoya  toLa  his  audience  that  his  drug 
legislation  iy  no  way  interferes  with  the 
practice  oT^edicine  or  the  pharmaceutical 
pricing  pjjdctices  in  community  pharmacies. 
He  also ^oted  that  “recognition  of  the  role 
of  community  pharmacies  cannot  be  compro¬ 
mise  This  is  why  my  proposal  Insists  upon 
urierwriting  the  costs  of  prescription  drugs 
f^  the  aged  under  existing  and  private  ar¬ 
rangements,  rather  than  to  call  for  govern¬ 
ment  pharmacies.” 


Montoya  concluded  by  calling  for  con¬ 
tinued  endorsement  of  instituting  principles 
or  rational  drug  therapy  in  a  rapidly-chang¬ 
ing  world  of  medical  Innovation. 


FREE  TRADE  BENEFITS  THE 
NATION 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  the 
welfare  of  many  millions  of  workers  and 
farmers,  and  the  profitability  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  business  firms  are  directly  in¬ 
volved  in  this  country’s  foreign  trade 
policy.  In  fact,  the  vitality  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  economy  as  a  whole  is  directly 
linked  to  our  trade  policy.  We  should, 
therefore,  move  cautiously  before  tam¬ 
pering  with  the  fundamentals  of  a  policy 
which  has  brought  unparalled  prosperity 
to  our  people  for  more  than  three 
decades. 

Proposals  which  would  seriously  dam¬ 
age  that  policy  have  been  introduced  in 
the  Congress  in  alarming  numbers.  Pres¬ 
ident  Johnson  has  now  submitted  his 
foreign  trade  policy  bill.  This  action  gives 
us  a  clear  choice;  a  retreat  to  outmoded 
protectionism  or  a  continuation  of  the 
'progressive  policy  which  has  made  a  ma¬ 
jor  contribution  to  our  prosi^rity  for 
more  than  30  years. 

F^me,  the  choice  is  clear.  I  support 
the  concept  of  liberalized  trade  and  con¬ 
tinued  ^osperity  as  reflected  in  Presi¬ 
dent  Johnson’s  foreign  trade  policy 
proposals.X 


DEPARTMENT  OP  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1969 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  1121,  H.R.  16913. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  A 
bill  (H.R.  16913)  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  Jime  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

unanimohs-consent  agreement 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  beginning  at 
9:30  a.m.  tomorrow  under  the  usual 
regulations,  there  be  a  time  limitation  of 
1  hour  on  each  amendment,  the  time  to 
be  equally  divided  between  the  cosponsor 
of  the  amendment  and  the  manager  of 
the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  No  time 
limitation  on  the  bill? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  No  time  limitation 
on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  unanimous-consent  agreement, 
subsequently  reduced  to  writing,  is  as 
follows : 

Ordered,  That,  effective  on  Wednesday,  May 
29,  during  the  further  consideration  of  H.R. 
16913,  making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for 
other  purposes,  debate  on  all  amendments 
be  limited  to  one  hour  to  be  equally  divided 
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and  controlled  by  the  proponent  of  the 
amendment  and  the  manager  of  the  bill 
[Mr.  Holland],  or  someone  designated  by 
him. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  we  now 
have  under  consideration  H.R.  16913,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  related 
agencies  appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  year 
1969.  The  amount  of  the  bill,  as  reported 
to  the  Senate  from  the  committee,  con¬ 
tains  a  total  of  new  budget — obliga- 
tional — authority  of  $5,536,050,300,  a  re¬ 
duction  of  $1,615,555,400  under  the 
amounts  carried  in  the  Agricultural  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act  for  1968.  The  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  committee,  is  $1,387,929,500 
under  the  budget  estimates  with  a  net 
increase  of  neW  budget — obligational — 
authority  over  the  House  bill  by  $12,- 
414,800.  The  bill,  as  reported,  includes  a 
number  of  increases  and  decreases  and 
the  committee  report  No.  1138  describes 
in  detail  the  recommendations  made  by 
the  committee  in  the  appropriations  for 
the  several  agencies  and  program  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  I 
will  deal  briefly  with  only  a  few  of  the 
more  significant  appropriation  items, 
with  the  imderstanding  that  I  am  per¬ 
fectly  willing  to  be  questioned  about  any 
item  that  I  do  not  deal  with  directly. 

In  the  atmosphere  of  economy  which 
prevails  as  a  result  of  the  general  fiscal 
situation,  the  committee  has  recom¬ 
mended  concurrence  with  the  other  body 
on  most  of  the  major  reductions  that  it 
made  in  the  budget  estimates  for  new 
budget — obligational — authority,  and  au¬ 
thorization  to  spend  agency  debt  re¬ 
ceipts. 

In  summary,  these  reductions  imder 
the  budget  estimates  total  $1,503,536,500 
in  recommendations  for  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  and  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation. 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

The  committee  concurred  in  the  House 
action  to  deny  the  budget  estimate  of 
$425,000,000  for  participation  sales  au¬ 
thorization.  The  Department  did  not  re¬ 
quest  restoration  of  this  item. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  stage  I  want 
to  say  that  in  a  manner  unusual  to  the 
Department  and  to  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  many  of  the  cuts  made  by  the 
other  body  were  not  requested  to  be  re¬ 
stored.  In  most  instances  our  committee 
did  not  feel  its  judgment  was  better  in 
that  regard  than  the  judgment  of  the 
Department  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  regarding  those  reductions. 

CX5MMODITT  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

The  committee  has  concurred  in  re¬ 
ductions  made  by  the  House  version  of 
the  bill  in  the  estimates  for  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  totaling  $1,078,536,500. 

In  spite  of  these  reductions  in  new 
obligational  budget  authority  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  will  have  ade¬ 
quate  borrowing  authority  to  carry  out  all 
of  its  authorized  program  activities  dur¬ 
ing  fiscal  1969,  and  still  provide  an  esti¬ 
mated  margin  of  $1,250  billion  of  borrow¬ 
ing  authority  at  the  end  of  fiscal  1969. 

REIMBURSEMENT  APPROPRIATION  FOR  THE 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

As  shown  in  detail  in  the  committee 
report — on  page  35 — the  budget  esti¬ 
mate  of  $3,648,506,000  requested  only  a 
partial  restoration  of  the  1967  fiscal  loss 
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of  $3,813.6  million  for  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  be  applied  against 
the  unreimbursed  balance  of  $1,585  mil¬ 
lion  from  fiscal  1966  and  a  part  of  the 
loss  for  1967  fiscal  year. 

I  would  like  to  say  that  the  budget 
recommended  did  not  request  any  res¬ 
toration  of  the  balance  of  the  deficit  for 
1961,  which  was  $1,057  billion  for  re¬ 
valuation  of  inventory  in  that  fiscal  year. 

The  committee  did  not  receive  any  re¬ 
quest  to  restore  the  House  reduction  in 
the  estimate  of  $460,393,500  and  has  rec¬ 
ommended  that  the  Senate  concur  in  the 
House  action,  thereby  providing  a  total 
restoration  of  $3,188,112,500,  of  which 
$350,467,000  is  liquidation  of  contract 
authorization.  The  unrestored  loss  for 
1967  and  the  balance  from  1961  total 
$3,267.6  million. 

The  committee  has  received  good  co¬ 
operation  from  the  Department  in  its 
repeated  efforts  to  bring  the  reimburse¬ 
ment  appropriation  to  a  current  basis  as 
Intended  by  Public  Law  87-155,  approved 
August  17,  1961.  The  committee  hearings 
show  clearly  that  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  is  at  fault  in  this  matter — by  its 
failure  to  transmit  to  the  Congress  the 
estimated  amoimts  necessary  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  as  intended  by  law.  This  con¬ 
tinued  failure  year  after  year  to  request 
the  restoration  of  the  full  amoimt  of  the 
deficit  may,  if  continued  in  the  1970 
budget,  result  in  the  need  for  a  deficiency 
or  supplemental  appropriation  again 
during  fiscal  1970  imless  corrective  ac¬ 
tion  is  taken  when  the  budget  estimate 
for  1970  is  transmitted  to  the  Congress. 

I  would  like  to  explain  for  the  Record 
that  this  committee  has  not  changed  its 
views  at  all  on  this  subject.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  consistently  held  that  the  law 
requires,  and  good  bookkeeping  and  good 
business  procedure  require  that  the  def¬ 
icit  be  reimbursed  in  its  entirety  each 
year.  We  have  never  been  able  to  get  the 
cooperation  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
in  this  regard  nor  have  we  been  able  to 
get  the  cooperation  of  the  other  body. 

We  are  now  getting  pretty  close  to  the 
time  when  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  will, 
have  to  arrive  at  the  moment  of  truth 
because  it  has  so  heavily  impaired  the 
borrowing  capacity  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  If  it  continues  to  im¬ 
pair  the  borrowing  capacity  with  the 
same  practices  it  has  followed  without 
interruption  up  to  now  and  has  con¬ 
tinued  into  this  budget,  there  will  be  a 
need  in  1970  for  a  large  restoration  going 
much  beyond  any  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget’s  previous  recommendations. 

I  am  able  again  to  say,  however  that 
there  is  sufficient  remaining  borrowing 
capacity  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  to  carry  on  the  business  of  the 
Corporation  during  fiscal  1969,  and  we 
think  to  leave  a  balance  at  the  end  of 
fiscal  1969  of  $1,250  billion  of  unused  bor¬ 
rowing  authority. 

PUBLIC  LAW  480 - TITLES  I  AND  H 

The  third  piuncipal  reduction — and  we 
have  used  this  double  term  each  time 
this  year  because  of  the  change  in  the 
nature  of  the  budget  submitted  and  be¬ 
cause  of  the  fact  we  are  complying  with 
the  new  plans  of  the  administration  in 


reference  to  the  budget — for  new  budget 
obligational  authority  deals  with  the  ex¬ 
penses  under  Public  Law  480,  as  amended. 
The  bill  provides  $300  million,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $618,143,000  under  the  estimate, 
and  $1,305.5  million  under  the  1968  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act. 

Ihe  Department  requested  only  partial 
restoration  of  the  House  reductions — $50 
million  restoration  for  title  I  for  sales, 
and  $250  million  for  title  II  for  donations 
abroad.  The  printed  record  shows  on 
page  1698  that  $200  million  of  the  resto¬ 
ration  requested  for  title  n  is  contingent 
upon  Senate  ratification  of  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Grains  Agreement,  not  yet  re¬ 
ported  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations.  In  other  words,  we  want  to 
make  very  clear  that  in  the  reduction  of 
that  $200  million  we  are  simply  awaiting 
action  of  the  committee  and  subsequent 
action  by  the  Senate  upon  the  proposed 
new  International  Grains  Agreement. 

The  committee  recommendations  do 
not  affect  the  program  level  under  Public 
Law  480  since  the  borrowing  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  may  be  used  for  costs  incurred  in 
fiscal  1969,  subject  to  subsequent  reim¬ 
bursement  by  future  appropriations. 

It  is  expected,  however,  that  in  the 
coming  year  major  emphasis  will  be 
placed  upon  increasing  export  sales  for 
dollars  and  for  long-term  credit  sales 
since  the  other  program  activities  au¬ 
thorized  by  Public  Law  480 — while  meri¬ 
torious — contribute  to  our  very  critical 
foreign  trade  imbalance. 

GENERAL  ACTIVITIES  OP  THE  DEPARTMENT 

As  I  stated  earlier  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  made  by  the  committee  for  fiscal 
1969  were  formulated  in  the  prevailing 
atmosphere  of  budgetary  economy. 
Thus,  most  recommendations  made  by 
the  committee  maintain  new — obliga¬ 
tional — authority  for  1969  at  the  1968 
appropriation  level,  plus  pay  costs.  Sev¬ 
eral  increased  amounts  simply  reinstate 
the  1968  appropriations  prior  to  defer¬ 
rals  under  Public  Law  90-218. 

That  was  the  resolution  passed  by  the 
Congress  in  December,  accomplishing 
cuts  both  in  appropriations  and  in  ex¬ 
penditures  for  fiscal  year  1968.  There  are 
some  exceptions  to  this  procedure,  prin¬ 
cipally  in  the  programs  administered  by 
the  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service. 

Last  year  the  Congress  authorized  the 
Wholesome  Meat  Act  calling  for  a  broad¬ 
ening  of  the  meat  inspection  program 
and  the  bill  carries  an  increase  of  $21 
million  over  1967  for  the  first-year  cost 
of  the  enlarged  program. 

The  Pood  Stamp  Act  was  extended 
last  year  and  provided  with  a  $225  mil¬ 
lion  annual  authorization.  The  bill  rec¬ 
ommends  the  full  $225  million,  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $40  million  over  the  1968  level. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATE  LAND  GRANT  INSTITUTIONS 

Last  year,  imder  Public  Law  90-218, 
the  Department  deferred  the  increases 
over  1967,  provided  in  the  1968  Appro¬ 
priation  Act  for  payments  to  States  for 
cooperative  research  and  payments  to 
States  for  cooperative  extension  work. 

The  committee  has  recommended  an 
appropriation  of  $54,965,000  for  pay¬ 
ments  to  States  under  the  Hatch  Act,  an 


increase  of  $3,852,000  over  the  House  bill 
and  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate, 
thereby  restoring  the  1968  level.  The  ad¬ 
ditional  funds  provided  are  to  be  di¬ 
rected  toward  pay  adjustments  for  re¬ 
search  workers  in  those  States  where 
comparability  with  Federal  pay  has  not 
been  achieved. 

PAYMENTS  FOR  COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION 
SERVICE 

For  payments  to  the  States  for  co¬ 
operative  extension  work,  pursuant  to 
the  regular  distribution  formula  imder 
the  Smith-Lever  Act,  a  total  of  $81,917,- 
500  is  recommended.  This  is  an  increase 
of  $3,385,000  over  the  House  bill,  the 
amount  in  the  budget  estimate,  and  a 
restoration  of  funds  deferred  in  fiscal 
1968.  Here  again,  the  committee  report 
directs  that  the  increased  funds  be  di¬ 
rected  to  meet  pay  comparability  ad¬ 
justments  for  county  extension  workers 
in  those  States  where  such  increases  are 
required  to  meet  this  objective. 

The  committee  has  only  partially  re¬ 
stored  the  reductions  made  by  the  House 
in  the  budget  estimate  for  the  research 
program  conducted  by  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service  proposing  a  net  in¬ 
crease  over  the  House  of  $5,978,100,  but 
leaving  the  appropriation  $4,824,900  un¬ 
der  the  estimate.  The  committee  recom¬ 
mendations  include  funds  requested  for 
the  staffing  and  equipping  of  important 
research  laboratories  which  have  been 
constructed  in  recent  years. 

Digressing  from  my  prepared  state¬ 
ment,  the  committee  relucantly  agreed 
last  year  to  defer  some  of  the  staffing  of 
new,  and  much-needed  facilities.  We 
thought  that  it  would  be  unwise  policy  to 
continue  longer  the  failure  to  staff  the 
new  and  needed  facilities.  Our  bill  pro¬ 
vides  for  their  staffing. 

It  is  believed  that  it  is  essential  that 
the  research  programs  for  these  impor¬ 
tant  facilities  should  be  advanced  by 
making  these  restorations — since  the  re¬ 
search  work  has  already  been  deferred 
by  1  year  as  a  result  of  the  action  taken 
last  year  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218. 

Mr.  President,  I  offer  for  the  Record  a 
table  which  shows  the  increases  and  de¬ 
creases  proposed  in  the  budget  for  “Re¬ 
search”  of  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service  taken  from  page  1105  of  the 
printed  hearing  record. 

As  stated  the  Senate  committee  has 
recommended  the  partial  restoration  of 
research  for  the  staffing  of  new  labora¬ 
tories  deferred  in  1968  and  for  other  re¬ 
search  projects  deferred  in  1968.  Prior  to 
the  subcommittee  markup  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  supplied  the  com¬ 
mittee  with  three  tables  called  special 
table  No.  1,  special  table  No.  2  and  special 
table  No.  3.  In  the  committee  report  No. 
1138  these  tables  and  the  specific 
amounts  provided  were  not  printed,  but 
for  the  information  of  the  Senate  and 
for  others  who  are  interested  in  the 
amounts  actually  restored,  I  request  that 
these  three  tables  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 
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Research 


1968 

obligations 


SUMMARY  OF  INCREASES  AND  DECREASES 


Increase  or  decrease 
Pay  costs  Other 


1969 

estimate 


Research 


1968  Increase  or  decrease 

obligations  - 

Pay  costs  Other 


1969 

estimate 


Decrease  to  eliminate  funds 
obligated  in  1968  for  activities 
discontinued  in  1968  pursuant 

to  Public  Law  90-218 _  $1,265,500 

Increase  of  $7,377,900  in  obliga¬ 
tions  to  provide  for  research 
activities  authorized  In  the 
1968  appropriation  act  but 
deterred  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  80-218: 

For  staffing,  equipping,  and 
operating  new  research 
facilities  and  to  meet 

other  program  needs _ _ 

For  research  conducted  by 
Agricultural  Research 

Service _ 

For  research  conducted 
under  research  contracts, 
grants,  and  cooperative 

agreements _ 

To  restore  contingency  re¬ 
search  fund _ _  1500,000 


-$1,  265,  500 


-1-2, 986, 700  $2, 986, 700 

-1-522, 400  522, 400 

-1-3, 368, 800  3, 368,  800 

-i-500,  000  1,  000, 000 


For  additional  farm,  utilization. 


nutrition,  and  marketing  re¬ 
search  in  existing  facilities _ 

Staffing,  equipping,  and  operat¬ 
ing  new  research  laboratories.. 

$1,996,600 

22,919,  500 

-|-$20, 200 

-1-241,  500 

-h  $1,212, 200 

4-1,837,400 

$3, 229, 000 

24, 998, 400 

Subtotal,  program  changes... 

26, 681,600 

-1-261,700 

-f 9, 162, 000 

36,105,300 

Construction  and  improvements... 

Planning  fund  for  facilities _ 

Nonrecurring  items  provided  in 
1968 _ _ _ 

4,350,000  . 

-h290, 000 
4-710, 000 

-4,350,000  . 

290, 000 
710,000 

Subtotal,  facilities _ 

All  other _ 

4, 350,  000 
113,  069,  500 

-1-1,098,300 

-3,  350, 000 

1,000, 000 
114, 167,800 

Snhtntal 

144, 101, 100 

2,668,000  . 

-t-1,360,000 

4-5, 812, 000 

-2,686,000  . 

151,273,000 

Balance  of  1968  reduction  under 
Public  Law  90-218  lapsing _ 

Total,  research _ 

146, 769,100 

-hi, 360, 000 

4-3, 144, 000 

151,273,100 

■  Includes  $385,000  of  nonrecurring  funds  for  planning  new  research  facilities  as  provided  in 
the  1968  appropriation  act,  of  this  amount  $240,000  was  deferred  until  1969  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
90-218. 
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SPECIAL  TABLE  NO.  2.— RESEARCH  PLANNED  WITH  BASE  FUNDS  IN  THE  1968  APPROPRIATION  ACT  BUT  DEFERRED  IN  1968  PURSUANT  TO  PUBLIC  LAW  90-218 

INote.— The  distribution  of  the  amount  in  the  House  bill  was  made  by  the  Department] 


Item 

Appropria¬ 
tion,  1968 

Obliga¬ 
tions,  1968 

Budget  esti¬ 
mate,  1969  > 

House 

bill 

House  bill  compared 
with — 

1968  1969 

appropria-  budget 

tion  estimate 

Senate 
-  committee 
recommen¬ 
dation 

Senate  committee  recom¬ 
mendation  compared 
with — 

1969  budget  House 

estimate  bill 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6)  (7) 

(8) 

(9)  (10) 

A.  For  work  in  new  facilities,  Animal  husbandry: 

(1) 

Meat  animal  research;  Nebraska,  Clay  Center . . 

B.  For  work  in  existing  facilities; 

Animal  husbandry: 

(2) 

Sheep  breeding:  Idaho,  Dubois . . . 

(3) 

Dairy  production;  Maryland,  Beltsvile . . 

(4) 

Dairy  herd  improvement:  Maryland,  Beltsville . 

C3) 

Bee  nutrition  and  management:  Texas,  College  Station. 

(6) 

General  reduction . . . 

Subtotal,  Animal  husbandry . . . . 

Animal  disease  research: 

Cattle:  Iowa,  Ames.. 

Sheep:  Iowa,  Ames.. 


(7) 

■(8)' 

■(9)' 


(10) 

w 


Poultry:  Iowa,  Ames. 

Swine:  Iowa,  Ames... 

General  reduction _ 

Subtotal,  animal  disease  research _ 

Crops; 

(12) 

Sugar  beet  breeding:  California,  Salinas.. 
(13) 

General  reduction . . . . 


Subtotal,  crops. 
Entomology: 


(14) 


Insect  taxonomy:  District  of  Columbia . . . . 

(15) 

Parasite  rearing  program:  Missouri,  Coiumbia . 

(16) 

General  reduction. . . . . . . 

Subtotal,  entomology- _ _ _ _ _ _ 

(17) 

Soil  and  water  conservation:  General  reduction . 

(18) 

Agricultural  engineering: 

Environmental  study  of  poultry  diseases:  Georgia,  Athens . 

General  reduction _ _ _ _ _ 

Subtotal,  Agricultural  engineering . . . . . . . 

(19) 

Utilization  research  and  development:  develop  new  and  improved 
milk  products  and  efficient  processing  techniques:  District  of 
Columbia . . . . . . . 

Total.. . . . . . . . . 


$2, 000 


14,800  . 

39.200 
1,900 

11. 200 
2,100 


69, 200 


30,  000 

10, 000 

30,  000 
30, 000 
25, 400 


125, 400 


30,  000 
22, 400 


$2, 000 


$2, 000 


$2,  000 


14,800 

39. 200 
1,900 

11.200 
2,100 


-$14,800 
-39, 200 
-1,900 
-11,200 
-2,100 


-$14,800 

-39,200 

-1,900 

-11,200 

-2,100 


14,800  . . ,  +$14,800 

39.200  . +39,200 

1,900  .  +1,900 

11.200  .  +11,200 


2,100 


+2, 100 


69, 200 


-69, 200  -69, 200 


69, 200 


+69, 200 


30,000  . . .  ■  -30,000  -30,000  30,000 

10,000  .  -10,000  -10,000  10,000 

30,000  .  -30,000  -30,000  30,000 

30,000  .  -30,000  -30,000  30,000 

25,400  .  -25,400  -25,400  25,400 


+30, 000 

+10,  000 

+30,  000 
+30,  000 
+25, 400 


125, 400 


-125,400  -125,400  125,400  . .  +125,500 


600 


30, 600 
22, 400 


30,600 


+600  .  30,600 

-22, 400  -22, 400  22, 400 


+22, 400 


52,400 

600 

53, 000 

30, 600 

-21,800 

-22, 400 

53,000  . . 

.  +22, 400 

45, 000 

1,100 

46,100  .. 

-45, 000 

-46,100 

46, 100  . 

.  +46, 100 

75,000  ... 

75,000  .. 

-75, 000 

-75, 000 

75, 000  . 

_  +75, 000 

16,700  ... 

16,700  .. 

-16,700 

-16, 700 

16,700  . 

.  +16,700 

136  700 

1,100 

137, 800 

137,800  . 

.  +137,800 

35,000  ... 

35,  000  .. 

-35, 000 

-35, 000 

35,000  . 

_  +35, 000 

25,  000 

400 

25,400  .. 

-25,  000 

-25, 400 

25,400  . 

_  +25, 400 

1,400  ... 

1,400  .. 

-1,400 

-1,  400 

1,400  .-. _ 

_  +1,400 

26,  400 

400 

26,800  .. 

-26,  400 

-26,  800 

26,800  . 

_  +26, 800 

71,  500 

1,700 

73,200  .. 

-71,  500 

-73, 200 

73,200  . 

.  +73, 200 

518,600 

3,  800 

522, 400 

32, 600 

-486,  000 

-489,  800 

522,400  _ 

.  +489, 800 

•  Includes  increased  pay  costs  for  the  full  year. 
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SPECIAL  TABLE  NO.  3.— ADDITIONAL  FARM  UTILIZATION,  NUTRITION,  AND  MARKETING  RESEARCH  IN  EXISTING  FACILITIES 
[Note.— The  distribution  of  the  amount  in  the  House  bill  was  made  by  the  Department] 


1968 

1969  budget 
estimates 

House  bill 

House  bill  compared  with— 

■  Senate  com- 
mittee  rec¬ 
ommendation 

obligations 

1968 

obligations 

1969  budget 
estimates 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(1) 

To  initiate  research  on  methods  to  improve  care  and  handling  of  laboratory  animals 

(2)  . . 

Research  on  bluetongue  disease  in  cattle, . . . . .  i$32i  ino 

(3) 

Research  to  improve  protein  content  in  corn,  wheat,  and  rice . .  60  800 

(4) 

Improving  peanut  quality _ _ _ _ _ _ _  93^  900 

(3) 

Control  of  aquatic  weeds  at  Fort  Lauderdale,  Fla _ _ 

(6)  . . . . 

To  develop  better  methods  for  determining  the  amounts  of  pesticides  in  soils  and  water—  339, 800 

Research  on  effects  of  air  pollutants  on  shade  and  ornamental  trees _ 

(8)  . . 

Research  on  disease  control  in  ornamental  plants _ _  574  300 

(9) 

Research  to  increase  the  production  of  dry  peas  and  lentils _  26  400 

(10)  . . . 

Research  on  the  biological  control  of  cotton  insects _ _  41  400 

(11)  ■  . . 

To  determine  the  effectof  agriculture  on  the  nitrogencontentof  surface  and  ground  water  32  700 

(12) 

Research  on  mechanizing  the  harvesting  and  handling  of  vegetables,.  94  400 

(13) 

Research  on  condensation,  drying,  and  preservation  of  whey,  80  900 

(14)  . .  . 

Research  on  factors  contributing  to  air  pollution  from  citrus  pulp  driers 

(15)  . . . 

To  develop  processing  techniques  to  eliminate  “Salmonella”  from  meat  and  meat  products  72  900 

(16) 

Human  nutrition  research  on  the  mineral  and  vitamin  content  of  foods  110  500 

(17) 

Research  on  quality  and  improved  transportation  and  handling  of  U.S.  products  to  foreign 
markets . . . . _ _ _ _ _  147,500 

Total . - . . . - - -  1,996,600 


$50, 700 

425.600 
!  214, 900 

145, 000 
50,700 
392, 900 

50.600 
<621,600 

41. 600 
130, 800 
83,  000 

120, 000 
184, 700 
42, 900 
146, 600 
180,  500 

»  346, 900 
3, 229,  000 


s  $325, 600 

+$4, 500 

-$50,700 

-100,000 

2  3  61,200 

+400 

-153,700 

2  94,300 

+400 

-50,700 

-50, 700 

2  342,300 

+2, 500 

-50, 600 

-50, 600 

-40, 000 

2  581,600 

+7, 300 

2  26,600 

+200 

-15,000 

2  41,  800 

+400 

-89,  000 

2  33, 000 

+300 

-50,000 

2  94,700 

+300 

-25, 300 

2  81,700 

+800 

-103, 000 

-42, 900 

-73,  000 

2  73, 600 

+700 

2  n  1,500 

+1, 000 

-69, 000 

2  148, 900 

+1,400 

-198, 000 

2  2, 016, 800 

+20, 200 

-1,212, 200 

>  An  additional  nonrecurring  amount  of  $40,000  was  available  from  the  contingency  research 
fund. 

2  Increase  over  1968  is  to  provide  for  Pay  Act  costs  on  a  full-year  basis. 


®  Excludes  $42,600  provided  for  this  activity  in  items  30,  31,  35,  and  36  in  special  table  No.  1. 

<  Excludes  $5T100  provided  for  this  activity  in  item  31  m  special  table  No.  1. 

<  Excludes  $87,000  provided  for  this  activity  in  item  44  in  special  table  No.  1. 


son,  AND  WATER 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
committee  has  reduced  the  contract  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  advance  ACP  pro¬ 
gram  for  calendar  1969  to  $195,500,000. 
For  many  years,  this  program  has  been 
carried  at  the  $220  million  level,  but  last 
year,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  90-218,  the 
$220  million  authorization  of  a  year  ago 
was  reduced  to  $195,500,000.  It  was  found 
that  the  amount  necessary  to  liquidate 
this  authorization  is  $190  million,  and 
that  is  the  amount  carried  in  the  House 
bill. 

The  committee  has  proposed  this  re¬ 
duction  in  the  advance  authorization 
for  the  ACP  only  because  of  the  gen¬ 
eral  fiscal  situation  which  presently  pre¬ 
vails,  and  also  because  it  appears  Agri¬ 
culture  accepted  the  reduction  to  the 
$195.5  million  in  good  faith  and  we  be¬ 
lieve  will  continue  to  do  so. 

SMALL  WATERSHED  CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM 

The  Senate  has  repeatedly  attempted 
to  obtain  a  better  balance  in  funding  be¬ 
tween  the  installation  of  works  of  im¬ 
provement  in  the  small  watershed  pro¬ 
gram  versus  the  planning  of  new  proj¬ 
ects.  Last  year,  some  progress  was  made 
in  this  regard  and  the  Appropriation  Act 
contained  new  obiigational  authority  of 
$70,403,000.  This  amount  included  river 
basin  surveys  and  investigations,  and  a 
separate  appropriation  item  is  proposed 
for  these  surveys  in  order  to  provide  a 
clearer  presentation  of  the  funding  of 
works  of  improvement.  In  other  words, 
we  divided  the  two  items  this  year. 

The  budget  estimate  proposed  reduc¬ 
ing  this  item  to  $33,368,000  for  fiscal  1969. 


The  House  bill  provided  $56,220,000  and 
the  Senate  committee  has  recommended 
appropriations  of  $57,907,000.  This 
amount,  plus  estimated  carryover  funds 
of  $5,691,000,  will  provide  a  total  operat¬ 
ing  level  for  the  coming  year  of  $63,598,- 
000.  The  appropriated  amount  recom¬ 
mended  is  $1,687,000  over  the  House  biU, 
and  $24,539,000  over  the  estimate,  but  is 
still  $3,993,000  imder  the  1968  Appro¬ 
priation  Act. 

Approximately  one-third  of  the  cost 
of  watershed  projects  is  financed  by  con¬ 
tributions  from  State  and  local  jurisdic¬ 
tions.  It  seemed  very  unfair  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  and,  I  am  sure  it  did  in  the  other 
body,  that  such  a  drastic  reduction 
should  be  made  in  a  construction  pro¬ 
gram  embodying  such  substantial 
amoimts  of  cost  sharing. 

Mr.  President,  that  concludes  my  pre¬ 
pared  statement,  but  I  do  want  to  com¬ 
ment  on  one  item  which  was  not  included 
in  my  statement.  In  the  bill  this  year  we 
determined,  regretfully  in  many  cases, 
that  we  could  not  provide  money  for  the 
construction  of  any  new  research  facili¬ 
ties,  much  as  we  would  like  to  have  done 
so.  There  were  some  members  of  the 
committee  who  would  have  been  reached 
in  the  construction  of  soil  and  water  re¬ 
search  laboratories  in  due  course,  this 
year,  if  we  had  continued  to  follow  up 
the  priorities  that  had  been  agreed  upon, 
in  Senate  Document  59,  based  upon  feasi¬ 
bility  reports  requested  in  prior  years. 

We  were  all  of  the  opinion,  however, 
that  in  view  of  the  fiscal  condition  of  this 
country,  the  better  policy  was  to  withhold 
appropriations  this  year  for  planning  of 


new  facilities  and  construction.  That  we 
have  done. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  yield  gladly  to 
my  highly  cooperative  and  exceedingly 
able  colleague,  the  ranking  Republican 
on  the  subcommittee,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska],  who  has  been 
so  very  helpful  and  so  very  cooperative 
in  the  hearings  and  in  the  preliminary 
meeting  before  we  voted  the  bill  out  of 
the  subcommittee,  and  in  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  in  the  full  committee,  and 
who,  I  am  sure,  will  recall  many  things 
that  I  have  failed  to  mention.  I  yield  now 
to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  before 
beginning  my  comments  on  the  bill,  I 
should  like  to  pay  a  personal  tribute  to 
the  sound,  careful,  and  thoughtful  man¬ 
ner  in  which  this  bill  has  been  handled' 
by  the  chairman  of  the  Agricultural  Sub¬ 
committee,  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland].  It  can  be 
said  that  his  mode  of  conducting  hear¬ 
ings,  assembling  information,  and  com¬ 
pleting  consideration  of  this  bill  is  a 
model  by  which  others  may  judge  their 
own  conduct  when  they  are  similarly 
placed  in  a  position  of  leadership  such 
as  that  which  he  occupies. 

I  comment  briefly,  first,  upon  the  con¬ 
cluding  remarks  of  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee;  namely,  the  steadfast  re¬ 
sistance  of  the  subcommittee,  and  in  turn 
the  committee  itself,  to  allowance  of 
funds  for  construction  of  new  projects. 
They  went  so  far  as  to  include  expan¬ 
sion  of  those  facilities  which  have  al¬ 
ready  been  started.  Our  only  hope  is 
that  inasmuch  as  we  are  among  the  first 
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on  this  kind  of  bill,  we  will  not  have 
committed  ourselves  to  a  course  of  con¬ 
duct  which  may  not  be  followed  in  full 
measure  by  other  appropriations  proc¬ 
esses. 

However,  we  are  taking  our  colleagues 
and  our  fellow  committees  in  good  faith 
and  we  will  hope  for  the  best. 

The  bill  this  year  carries  almost  ex¬ 
actly  the  same  total  figure  as  that  con¬ 
tained  in  it  as  it  came  from  the  House. 
The  House  bill  authorized  $5,524  million. 
The  Senate  bill  total  differs  by  about  one- 
fifth  of  1  percent.  We  authorize  $12  mil¬ 
lion  more,  for  a  total  of  $5,536  million. 
Although  the  Senate  figure  is  a  trifle 
more,  it  is  likely  that  the  ultimate  cost 
of  our  bill  will  be  somewhat  less,  since 
the  increases  in  this  bill  are  in  authori¬ 
zations  for  loans — for  rural  electrifica¬ 
tion  and  for  farm  operating  loans  by  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration — which 
will  be  largely  repaid,  whereas  the  re¬ 
ductions  contained  herein  from  the 
House  bill  are  in  expenditures,  which 
represent  true  savings  of  the  taxpayer’s 
dollar. 

More  important,  both  House  and  Sen¬ 
ate  versions  represent  a  shaii)  cutback 
from  the  budget  requests  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  This  is  a  true  economy  bill,  in  line 
with  the  program  of  austerity  we  have 
insisted  upon  in  voting  the  Williams- 
Smathers  amendment  to  the  excise  tax 
bill  a  few  weeks  ago.  The  President’s 
budget  requests  total  new  obligational 
authority  for  1969  of  $6,924  million.  Your 
committee’s  bill  has  reduced  those  re¬ 
quests  by  almost  exactly  20  percent  in 
the  amount  of  $1,388  billion. 

In  view  of  the  financial  situation  faced 
by  our  Nation,  we  have  pared  costs 
wherever  we  could  find  room  for  econ¬ 
omies.  This  is  a  tight  bill,  a  carefully 
and  economically  drafted  bill,  and  I  have 
no  hesitation  in  defending  the  figures  for 
appropriations  which  are  here4>eing  pre¬ 
sented.  It  is  my  hope  that  the  Senate  will 
approve  this  work,  and  then  that  other 
appropriations  bills  which  may  come 
along  will  be  subjected  to  equally  strin¬ 
gent  and  severe  cost  cutting,  as  we  feel  we 
have  done  in  this  measure.  The  farmer 
should  not  be  required  to  absorb  the 
major  part  of  the  burden  of  economiz¬ 
ing;  we  feel  he  is  doing  his  full  share  in 
this  bill. 

Many.  Senators  may  recall  that  in  re¬ 
cent  years  it  was  usually  the  case  that 
the  Senate  agricultural  appropriations 
bili  would  show  an  apparent  large  in¬ 
crease  over  the  figure  in  the  biii  as  it 
came  from  the  House.  That  was  not  be¬ 
cause  the  Senators  on  the  Agricuiture 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  were 
spendthrifts.  Rather,  it  was  chiefly  due 
to  the  difference  in  the  bookkeeping 
treatment  of  one  major  item — the  reim¬ 
bursement  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  of  losses  and  other  costs  which 
impaired  the  capital  account  of  the  CCC. 
For  many  years  it  has  been  the  consist¬ 
ent  position  of  the  Senate  that  impair¬ 
ments  of  the  capital  account  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  should  be 
reimbursed  by  appropriations  in  the 
Agriculture  Appropriations  Act.  Such 
appropriations  do  not  lead  to  expendi¬ 
tures,  of  course.  The  expenditures  have 
already  been  made.  The  only  issue  is 


whether  the  capital  account  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  will  be  made 
whole  again.  Again  and  again  in  past 
years  the  Senator  from  Florida  has  in¬ 
sisted,  with  the  full  support  of  this  Sen¬ 
ator — and,  this  Senator’s  predecessor  on 
that  subcommittee — that  such  depletion 
of  the  capital  structure  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  should  be  repaired. 

In  so  doing,  we  have  merely  been  car¬ 
rying  out  the  express  will  of  Congress,  as 
embodied  in  Public  Law  87-155,  which 
provides  that  the  funds  of  the  CCC  be 
restored  as  soon  as  the  extent  of  the 
depletion  of  its  capital  has  been  deter¬ 
mined. 

Notwithstanding  the  clear  provisions 
of  this  law  and  its  intent  to  give  the  pub¬ 
lic  the  benefit  of  honest  accounting  and 
full  disclosure  of  the  facts,  we  have  been 
faced  with  the  problem  repeatedly  that 
the  Budget  Bureau  and  the  President  re¬ 
frained  from  including  in  the  budget  a 
request  for  full  reimbursement  of  the 
capital  impairment  of  the  CCC.  By  so 
doing,  they  have  been  able  to  make  the 
budget  look  better  by  coming  out  with  a 
smaller  total  figure  for  appropriations, 
but  at  the  cost  of  honest  accounting  and 
a  full  disclosure  of  the  facts. 

Last  year,  when  the  President  in  Jan¬ 
uary  of  196’7  sent  forward  his  budget  for 
the  fiscal  year  1968,  it  was  known  that 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  had 
sustained  losses  during  fiscal  1966  of 
$2,985,000,000.  Nevertheless,  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  budget  request  at  that  time  did 
not  request  reimbursement  of  that  fig¬ 
ure  as  clearly  intended  by  Public  Law  87- 
155.  Instead,  at  that  time  the  Budget 
Bureau  and  the  President  asked  for  only 
$1,400,000,000  to  repair  the  depleted  cap¬ 
ital  structure  of  the  CCC.  The  House ‘al¬ 
lowed  only  that  figure — $1,400,000,000, 
in  accordance  with  the  budget  request. 
The  Senate  in  its  bill  voted  the  full 
amoimt  required  to  reimburse  the  CCC 
for  its  1966  losses — $2,985,000,000.  Thus, 
the  total  of  our  appropriations  bill  last 
year  looked  larger  than  the  House  bill, 
even  though  the  difference  in  this  item 
was  really  only  a  different  method  of 
keeping  books  on  expenditures  which  had 
already  been  made.  In  the  conference, 
however,  in  order  to  reach  agreement 
with  the  House,  we  were  forced  to  yield, 
and  the  1968  agriculture  appropriations 
bill  as  finally  enacted  contained  the 
lower  figure — $1,400,000,000. 

That  was  last  year. 

This  year,  dming  our  consideration  of 
1969  appropriations  for  the  Agriculture 
Department  and  related  agencies,  the 
same  problem  arose,  of  course.  Again,  the 
Budget  Bm-eau  and  the  President  have 
failed  to  comply  with  the  law  requiring 
reimbursement  of  the  impairment  of  the 
capital  structure  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  The  Corporation’s 
losses  for  1967  were  $3,813  million,  but, 

.  in  addtion,  there  are  now  unreimbursed 
losses  for  1966  and  going  back  as  far  as 
1961.  This  year  the  Budget  Bureau  failed 
to  request  reimbursement  even  of  the 
full  losses  for  1967,  to  say  nothing  of  the 
imreimbursed  losses  of  previous  years. 
The  House  did  not  even  allow  the  full 
figure  requested  by  the  Budget  Bureau. 

Reluctantly,  your  committee  has  de¬ 
cided  to  go  along  with  the  House  figure. 


whish  is  $3,188,000,000.  We  have  adopted 
this  course  because  there  seems  to  be  no 
alternative.  We  found  ft  impossible  last 
year  to  persuade  the  House  to  adhere 
to  the  provisions  of  law  providing  for  full 
reimbursement  of  the  impairment  of  the 
Corporation’s  capital  structure,  and  it 
seems  futile  to  retread  the  same  ground 
we  trod  so  unsuccessfully  last  year.  For 
that  reason,  reluctantly  we  have  put  in 
this  bill  the  same  figure  approved  by  the 
House. 

It  should  be  said  that  this  course,  in 
my  judgment,  is  a  dangerous  one.  What 
we  are  doing  is  tampering  with  the  capi¬ 
tal  resources  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  We  are  eating  into  the  Cor¬ 
poration’s  capital  structure,  and  spend¬ 
ing  off  the  fimds  which  should  back  up 
the  guarantees  we  have  given  to  the 
farmer  of  price  supports  and  of  pay¬ 
ments.  We  are  spending  off  those  funds 
without  replenishing  them,  even  though 
there  is  law  on  the  books  which  provides 
that  the  Corporation’s  capital  structure 
should  be  reimbursed  each  year  for  losses 
incurred  in  carrying  out  authorized  pro¬ 
grams. 

In  this  bill,  as  passed  by  the  House  and 
as  reported  by  your  committee,  we  are 
refusing  to  restore  most  of  the  loss  for 
1967,  and,  of  course,  there  are  still  un¬ 
reimbursed  losses  going  back  as  far  as 
fiscal  1961.  Altogether,  the  unreimbursed 
losses  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  including  an  estimated  loss  of  $3,- 
465,300,000  for  fiscal  1968,  will  total 
$6,732.9  million. 

By  the  end  of  the  coming  fiscal  year, 
the  borrowing  authority  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  will  be  down  to  $1,247,000,000,  a 
dangerously  low  level.  This  figure  as¬ 
sumes  just  a  “normal”  rate  of  expendi¬ 
tures,  with  no  unusual  demands  being 
made  in  the  form  of  farm  program  costs 
or  Public  Law  480  shipments. 

In  short,  the  moment  of  truth  ap¬ 
proaches — the  point  in  time  when  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  can  no  longer 
carry  on  operating  programs  by  eating 
into  the  Government’s  investment  in  the 
capital  structure  of  the  Corporation.  As 
stated  above,  it  is  a  dangerous  policy 
being  pursued.  We  in  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  have  reluctantly  agreed  to  go 
along  with  the  House  determination  in 
this  matter,  but  only  because  we  tried 
in  the  past  to  secure  a  change  in  this 
policy,  and  were  unable  to  secure  the 
concurrence  of  either  the  House  or  the 
Budget  Bureau. 

One  other  particular  feature  of  this 
bill  deserves  special  mention,  because  it 
represents  a  positive  gain  over  the  bad 
practices  of  previous  years.  I  refer  to  our 
refusal  to  approve  the  request  for  per¬ 
mission  to  continue  the  sale  of  participa¬ 
tion  sales  certificates,  based  on  loans 
held  by  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion. 

This  is  a  point  on  which  my  respected 
and  revered  subcommittee  chairman  dif¬ 
fers  somewhat.  Nevertheless,  I  want  to 
say  that  in  the  matter  of  participation 
sales  certificates  based  on  loans  held  by 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  we 
have  a  change  in  policy  this  year  which 
I  think  represents  a  betterment  in  our 
Government. 

The  President  in  his  budget  asked  for 
authority  to  sell  $425  million  of  such  cer- 
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tificates  based  on  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  assets.  The  House  rejected  the 
request  in  toto.  We  have  agreed  with  the 
House  position  in  full. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  there? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Were  we  not  also  in¬ 
fluenced  by  the  fact  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  and  Bureau  of  the  Budget  did  not 
ask  for  a  restoration  of  that  amount? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Yes,  indeed;  and,  of 
course,  the  House  was  motivated  by  the 
very  expensive  method  of  financing  rep¬ 
resented  by  these  participation  sales  cer¬ 
tificates.  The  chairman  is  correct.  After 
that  action  was  taken,  there  was  no  re¬ 
quest  for  restoration  of  it.  It  would  have 
been  a  vain  exercise,  and  w'e  preferred 
not  to  go  through  all  the  strictures  that 
would  be  necessai’y  for  this  purpose. 

Last  year  the  agricultm'al  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  as  it  came  to  us  from  the  House, 
incorporated  authority  for  the  sale  of 
$800  million  in  participation  certificates 
on  the  basis  of  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  assets.  At  that  time  it  was  my 
position  that  the  practice  should  be  re¬ 
duced  sharply  and  phased  out  as  soon  as 
possible.  At  that  time,  last  year,  I  pro¬ 
posed  that  the  authority  be  reduced  from 
$800  to  $600  million.  The  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  reason¬ 
able  and  considerate  as  he  always  is, 
compromised  with  me  on  a  figure  of  $700 
million  in  such  certificates  for  the  fiscal 
1968  bill.  The  bill  was  reported  in  that 
form  “by  the  committee  and  approved  by 
the  Senate. 

This  year  it  is  gratifying  to  be  able  to 
note  that  the  authority  for  such  cer¬ 
tificates  has  been  stricken  from  this  bill 
entirely.  I  count  that  as  a  positive  gain 
for  good  government. 

This  request  to  the  Appropriations 
Committees  to  sell  participation  certifi¬ 
cates  is  controlled  by  an  amendment 
proposed  by  me  to  the  enabling  legisla¬ 
tion,  Public  Law  89-429.  My  amendment 
required  each  department  to  come  to  the 
Appropriations  Committees  to  seek  au¬ 
thorization  to  participate  in  the  program. 
In  this  instance,  that  requirement  has 
enabled  us  to  take  control  over  this  sit¬ 
uation  and  reject  the  proposal  this  year 
that  participation  certificates  be  sold  on 
the  basis  of  assets  of  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration . 

It  has  been  carefuUy  calculated  that 
the  excess  cost  to  the  taxpayer,  in  the 
foi-m  of  the  higher  interest  rates  that 
must  be  paid,  is  about  one-half  of  1  per¬ 
cent  per  anniim.  This  additional  cost 
serves  no  useful  purpose;  participation 
certifications,  like  Treasury  bonds,  notes, 
or  other  forms  of  indebtedness,  must  be 
paid,  both  principle  and  interest.  One- 
half  percent  per  annum  on  $425  million 
of  participation  certificates  would  there¬ 
fore  amount  to  something  over  $2  mil¬ 
lion  per  year  in  completely  useless  ex¬ 
penditure. 

In  addition,  the  participation  certifi¬ 
cates  are  frmdamentally  a  deceptive  de¬ 
vice  whose  principal  effect  is  to  deceive 
the  public  as  to  the  total  size  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  debt.  The  amount  of  outstanding  cer¬ 


tificates  is  not  included  in  the  U.S. 
bonded  indebtedness.  It  would  be  my 
hope  that  we  could  avoid  the  use  of  them 
entirely. 

Mr.  President,  one  other  aspect  of  this 
bill  which  should  be  clarified  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  is  the  extent  to  which  the  appro¬ 
priations  herein  contained  are  in  fact 
for  the  benefit  of  other  segments  of  the 
population  than  the  farmer.  In  some 
ways,  it  is  imfortunate  that  we  allow  all 
these  items  to  be  contained  in  this  bill. 
This  bill  includes  the  cost  of  various  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  benefit  of  the  needy  in  the 
cities,  certain  types  of  foreign  aid,  the 
cost  of  programs  to  protect  the  consumer, 
and  so  forth.  These  and  other  programs 
are  included  in  this  biU,  and  then  we 
find  from  time  to  time  that  critics  of  the 
farmer  point  to  the  gross  total  of  appro¬ 
priations  in  the  agricultural  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  and  refer  to  it  all  as  “farm  sub¬ 
sidies,”  which  ought  to  be  cut. 

To  help  correct  that  misunderstand- 
inng — this  is  done  periodically  during 
the  course  of  the  year — I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  inserted  at  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  my  remarks  a  table,  taken  from 
the  Senate  hearings,  showing  budget  ex¬ 
penditures  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  which  are  partly  for  the  benefit 
of  other  segments  of  the  population. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  for  those 
of  us  who  come  from  the  agricultural  re¬ 
gions  of  this  country,  it  is  sometimes  sad, 
sometimes  painful,  to  discuss  the  devel¬ 
opments  in  the  farm  economy  of  recent 
years. 

Agriculture  is  the  mother  of  us  all.  Not 
so  many  generations  ago,  all  of  our  for¬ 
bears  were  farmers,  or  almost  all  of 
them.  Today,  agriculture  still  supplies  us 
with  the  great  part  of  our  most  basic 
necessities — food  and  clothing. 

Yet  it  sometimes  seems  that  today  the 
farmer  is  the  forgotten  man  in  our  so¬ 
ciety.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  some¬ 
times  appears  to  be  more  concerned 
about  the  consumer  than  about  the 
farmer.  A  new  slogan,  “The  Affluent  So¬ 
ciety,”  has  been  applied  to  our  era,  but 
for  the  farmer  that  phrase  is  a  cruel  jest. 
He  is  not  affluent;  he  is  still  caught  as  in 
a  vise  between  rising  costs  of  operation, 
and  sluggish  or  falling  prices  received 
for  what  he  produces. 

Theoretically,  we  are  engaged  in  a 
pursuit  of  parity  for  the  farmer.  In  prac¬ 
tice,  under  this  administration  that  pur¬ 
suit  has  become  a  sham  and  a  pretense. 
Each  year,  it  seems,  with  few  exceptions 
the  parity  ratio — that  is,  the  level  of 
prices  received  by  the  farmer  compared 
with  the  cost  of  what  he  must  buy — sinks 
lower  and  lower.  Last  month  the  parity 
ratio  fell  to  73  percent — lower  even  than 
the  depression  level  experienced  in  1934, 
and  nearly  the  lowest  in  modern  times. 

As  a  reflection  of  this  depressed  level 
of  farm  prices,  farm  income  goes  down 
and  down.  In  1967  total  farm  income 
was  only  $14.9  billion.  The  year  before  it 
had  been  $16.2  billion.  So  the  farmer 
suffered  a  severe  drop  in  income  in  1967, 


at  a  time  when  income  for  the  nonfarm 
segment  of  the  population  increased 
sharply. 

For  1968,  we  are  told  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  that  farm  income 
may  recover  part  way  from  the  decline 
experienced  in  1967,  but  will  still  be  well 
below  even  the  level  of  1966. 

In  1966,  which  was  the  record  high 
year  for  farm  income,  the  per  capita  per¬ 
sonal  income  for  the  farm  population 
was  only  65.1  percent  as  high  as  the 
average  per  capita  income  of  the  non¬ 
farm  population.  In  1967  the  situation 
was  worse — per  capita  income  on  the 
farm  was  only  60.5  percent  as  high  as 
for  the  nonfarm  population. 

We  hear  much  these  days  about  the 
problems  of  poverty,  and  the  need  for 
programs  to  alleviate  those  problems.  We 
are  importuned  to  tax  the  farms  and 
the  small  towns  for  revenue  to  be  given 
as  grants  to  solve  the  urban  problems  of 
the  great  cities.  Most  of  the  time  we  are 
looking  at  the  wrong  place.  We  are  told 
to  look  at  the  slums  in  the  cities,  but 
we  should  be  looking  at  the  poverty  on 
the  farms.  With  today’s  low  farm 
prices — the  parity  ratio  down  to  73 — is 
it  not  easy  to  understand  the  cause  of 
this  widespread  rural  poverty?  How  can 
we  expect  to  make  progress  against  rural 
poverty,  unless  we  can  reverse  the  down¬ 
ward  tread  in  the  parity  ratio  experi¬ 
enced  under  the  Kennedy-Johnson  ad¬ 
ministration? 

In  the  face  of  these  depressing  condi¬ 
tions  on  the  farm,  our  rural  areas  are 
being  depopulated  by  a  flight  to  the 
cities.  During  the  past  8  years  practically 
one  farmer  out  of  every  four  has  been 
forced  off  the  fann.  In  1960,  there  were 
4  million  farms  in  America;  today,  there 
are  barely  3  million.  In  Nebraska  the 
number  of  farms  has  declined  from  93,- 
000  to  76,000,  a  loss  of  17,000  farms  in 
the  short  space  of  8  years.  The  farms 
are  being  abandoned,  and  the  towns  in 
the  farming  regions  are  being  deserted. 

Mr.  President,  we  sometimes  hear  it 
said  that  if  all  the  so-called  farm  sub¬ 
sidies  were  cut  out,  it  would  make  the 
job  of  budget  balancing  easier.  If  we 
should  liquidate  the  farm  programs,  and 
liquidate  the  farmer  also,  would  we  not 
thereby  be  liquidating  and  destroying 
our  food  supply  also?  The  farmer  is  los¬ 
ing  ground  fast  enough.  He  is  entitled  to 
make  a  fair  living,  the  same  as  the  rest  of 
the  population.  He  is  entitled  to  be  placed 
in  a  position  where  he  can  continue  his 
operations;  and  his  problems  are  many. 
This  agriculture  appropriations  bill  is  a 
tight  bill.  In  this  bill  we  have  cut  the 
farm  programs  as  much  as  they  can 
stand.  In  this  bill  the  fanner  is  absorbing 
his  share,  and  more  than  his  share  of 
the  budget  cutting  problem  that  we  face. 

Again,  I  express  the  hope  that  follow¬ 
ing  appropriation  bills  will  also  consider 
the  budgetary  situation  and  also  that 
Senators  will  look  at  the  pages  of  this 
apropriation  bill,  so  that  they  may  com¬ 
port  with  the  spirit  and  the  figures  in  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 
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EXHIBIT  1 

BUDGET  EXPENDITURES  FOR  PROGRAMS  IN  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  OF  BENEFIT  TO  OTHER  SEGMENTS  OF  THE  POPULATION,  FISCAL  YEAR  1967,  AND 
ESTIMATED  1968  (INCLUDES  TRUST  FUNDS  AND  REFLECTS  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  BUDGET  CONCEPTS  USED  IN  THE  1969  BUDGET) 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Item 


1967  1968 

estimated 


Item 


1967  1968 

estimated 


Programs  which  clearly  provide  benefits  to  consumers,  businessmen,  and 
the  general  public; 

Programs  having  foreign  relations  and  defense  aspects. 

Sales  of  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies  and  for 

dollars  on  credit  terms  (title  I,  Public  Law  480) . . 

Commodities  and  other  costs  in  connection  with  donations  abroad 

(title  II,  Public  Law  480) - - - 

Transfer  of  bartered  materials  to  supplemental  stockpile  (net),.. 

Donations  of  dairy  products  to  armed  services  and  others. . 

Other . . - . . . - . . 


1,070 

890 

381 

425 

24 

24 

1 

-2 

-1 

Subtotal . . . . . - . . 

Food  distribution  programs  (domestic): 

Commodities  distributed  to  the  needy  and  others. 

Food,  stamp  program _ _ _ 

School  lunch  program . . . . 

Special  milk  program - - 

Subtotal . . . - . 

REA  and  FHA  repayable  loans; 

REA  loans - - 

Repayments  of  principal  and  interest . . 

FHA  loans - - - 

Salaries  and  expenses  for  loan  programs - - 

Subtotal.. . - . — . 


1,473 

1,339 

282 

424 

114 

178 

208 

220 

96 

102 

700 

924 

412 

471 

-274 

-296 

-15 

-103 

78 

192 

150 

Long-range  programs  for  the  improvement  of  agricultural  and  natural  re¬ 
sources: 

Forestry - - - - 

Agricultural  and  forestry  research . - . . 


198  217 

247  263 


77 

87 

257 

257 

255 

277 

92 

90 

85 

100 

81 

97 

1,292 

1,388 

3,657 

3, 801 

-1,317 

-240 

261 

121 

302 

304 

542 

634 

27  .. 

303 

254 

799 

326 

489 

611 

276 

346 

20 

33 

61 

1,735 

2,417 

44 

80 

141 

123 

-6 

15 

82 

86 

175 

183 

2,171 

2, 904 

5,828 

6,705 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control _ _ 

Soil  and  water  resource  protection  and  development: 

Agricultural  conservation  program _ _ — 

All  other.. - - - - - - - - . — 

Cooperative  agricultural  extension  work - - - 

Inspection  of  commodities  and  other  marketing  services — . . . 

Other - - - - - - - - — 

Subtotal - - - - - - 

Total . . . - . - . - . r . . . 

Other  programs  which  are  predominantly  for  stabilization  of  farm  income, 
but  which  also  benefit  others; 

CCC  price-support  and  related  programsf 

CCC  loan,  purchase,  export,  and  related  programs - 

Storage,  handling,  and  transportation  expenses - 

Interest  expense  (net) - - - - 

Acreage  diversion  payments: 

Feed  grains _ 

Wheat _ 

Cotton _ _ _ 

Price-support  payments; 

Feed  grains.. . . . . . . - 

Cotton - - - - 

Wheat  certificate  program - - - 

Cotton  equalization  payments - - - 

National  Wool  Act  program . . — 

Subtotal _ 

Cropland  adjustment  program,  adjustment  payments . . . 

Conservation  reserve  program. - - - - 

Federal  crop  insurance  program  (net) . . . . .— 

Sugar  Act  program _ _ _ _ _ — 

Salaries  and  expenses  for  above  programs - -. - - 

Total . . . . . - . 

Grand  total... . . . . . — . 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  cer¬ 
tainly  thank  my  distinguished  colleague 
and  counterpart  for  his  able  address 
and  also  for  his  constant  help  as  we 
have  gone  along  together  in  this  effort. 

Mr.  President,  my  understanding  now 
Is  that  the  Senate  has  given  unanimous 
consent,  at  the  conclusion  of  business, 
to  recess  until  tomorrow  morning  at  9 
o’clock,  with  other  business  to  prevail 
imtil  9:30,  at  which  time  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  measure  will  be  resumed. 

I  imderstand  further  that  the  Senate 
has  given  unanimous  consent  to  a  lim¬ 
itation  of  time  on  any  or  all  amend¬ 
ments  that  may  be  offered  to  the  bill 
tomorrow. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
ask  the  normal  and  customary  imani- 
njous  consent  that  the  committee 
amendments  be  considered  and  agreed 
to  en  bloc,  and  that  the  bill,  as  thus 
amended,  be  regarded  as  original  text 
for  the  puriTose  of  amendment,  pro¬ 
vided  further  that  no  point  of  order 
shall  be  considered  to  have  been  waived 
by  reason  thereof. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  committee  amendments 
are  considered  and  agreed  to  en  bloc,  and 
the  bill,  as  thus  amended,  will  be  re¬ 
garded  as  original  text  for  the  purpose 
of  amendment. 

The  amendments  agreed  to  en  bloc  are 
as  follows: 

On  page  3,  line  10,  after  “$100”,  strike  out 
“$125,972,500”  and  insert  “$131,950,600”. 

On  page  4,  line  4,  after  “(21  U.S.C.  114b-c)  ”, 
strike  out  “$85,298,500”  and  insert  “$88,239,- 
500”,  and  in  line  11,  after  the  word  “per 
centum”.  Insert  a  colon  and  “Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  ac¬ 


quire  land  for  plant  quarantine  control  ac¬ 
tivities  presently  located  at  Presidio,  Texas”. 

On  page  6,  line  18,  after  the  word  “in¬ 
cluding”,  strike  out  “$51,113,000”  and  Insert 
“$54,965,000”:  at  the  beginning  of  line  23, 
strike  out  “$3,370,000”  and  Insert  “$3,485,- 
000”;  on  page  7,  Une  1,  after  “(16  U.S.C.  582a- 
582a-7)”,  strike  out  “$1,800,000”  and  Insert 
“$2,000,000”:  at  the  beginning  of  line  6, 
strike  out  “$2,000,000  for  grants  for  facili¬ 
ties  under  the  Act  approved  July  22,  1963 
(7  U.S.C.  390-390k);”;  and  in  line  15,  after 
the  word  “all”,  strike  out  “$58,958,000”  and 
insert  “$61,125,000”. 

On  page  8,  line  1,  after  the  word  "Act”, 
strike  out  “$77,082,500”  and  insert  “$80,467,- 
000”,  and  in  line  4,  after  the  word  “all”, 
strike  out  “$78,532,500”  and  Insert  “$81,- 
917,500”. 

On  page  8,  line  14,  after  the  word  “em¬ 
ployees”,  strike  out  “$8,818,500”  and  insert 
“$9,333,500”. 

On  page  11,  after  line  9,  strike  out: 

“For  necessary  expenses  to  conduct  river 
basin  surveys  and  Investigations,  and  re¬ 
search,  and  to  carry  out  preventive  meas¬ 
ures,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  engineer¬ 
ing  operations,  methods  of  cultivation,  the 
growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use 
of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  ap¬ 
proved  August  4,  1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
1001-1008),  and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590ar-f),  to  remain 
available  until  expended:  $65,000,000,  with 
which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpected  bal¬ 
ances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or 
transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed 
protection  purposes;  Provided,  That  this  ap¬ 
propriation  shall  be  available  for  field  em¬ 
ployment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5 
U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  further.  That  $3,000,- 
000  of  the  funds  in  the  direct  loan  account 
of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  shall 
be  available  until  expended  for  loans.” 

On  page  12,  after  line  3,  insert : 


“River  basin  surveys  and  investigations 

“For  necessary  expenses  to  conduct  re¬ 
search,  Investigations  and  surveys  of  the 
watersheds  of  rivers  and  other  waterways  in 
accordance  with  section  6  of  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  ap¬ 
proved  August  4,  1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
1006),  to  remain  available  until  expended; 
$8,780,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the 
unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  Department  for  river  basin 
survey  purposes:  Provided,  That  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  to  exceed  $60,000  shall 
be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C. 
3109.” 

On  page  12,  after  line  17,  Insert: 

“Works  of  improvement 

“For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  pre¬ 
ventive  measures,  including,  but  not  Umited 
to,  research,  engineering  operations,  methods 
of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation, 
and  changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance 
with  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954,  as 
amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1005,  1007-1008), 
and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  April  27, 
1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f),  remain  available 
untU  expended;  $57,907,000,  with  which  shall 
be  merged  the  tmexpended  balances  of  funds 
heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the 
Department  for  watershed  protection  pur¬ 
poses;  Provided,  That  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225)  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  shall  be 
available  for  employment  rmder  5  U.S.C. 
3109:  Provided  further.  That  $3,000,000  of 
the  funds  in  the  direct  loan  accmmt  of  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  shall  be 
available  until  expended  for  loans.” 

On  page  13,  line  22,  after  the  word  "ex¬ 
pended”,  strike  out  “$20,000,000”  and  insert 
“$17,500,000”. 
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On  page  14,  line  15,  after  “(16  U,S.C. 
590a-f )  ”,  strike  out  “$6,256,000”  and  insert 
“$6,474,000”. 

On  page  15,  line  18,  after  the  word  “prod¬ 
ucts”,  strike  out  “$12,789,000”  and  insert 
“$13,089,000”. 

On  page  16,  line  15,  after  the  word  “laws”, 
strike  out  “$14,184,500”  and  insert  “$14,- 
467,500”. 

On  page  17,  line  14,  after  “1946”,  strike 
out  “$118,989,500”  and  insert  “$116,314,500”. 

On  page  18,  line  18,  after  “(42  U.S.C.  1773- 
1785)”,  strike  out  “$182,825,000”  and  insert 
“$173,349,000”;  in  line  19,  after  the  word  “in¬ 
cluding”,  strike  out  “$5,000,000”  and  insert 
“$7,500,000”;  in  line  20,  after  the  word 
“schools”,  strike  out  “$3,500,000”  and  insert 
“$4,500,000”;  and  in  line  21,  after  the  word 
“program”,  strike  out  “$750,000”  and  insert 
“$2,000,000”. 

On  page  19,  line  12,  after  the  word  “pro¬ 
gram”,  insert  a  colon  and  “Provided,  That  not 
to  exceed  $2,500,000  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  the  payment  of  obliga¬ 
tions  Incurred  under  the  appropriation  for 
similar  purposes  for  the  preceding  fiscal 
year.” 

On  page  20,  line  15,  after  “(7  U.S.C.  1766)  ”, 
strike  out  “$21,153,800”  and  insert  “$21,- 
928,800”. 

On  page  22,  at  the  beginning  of  line  18, 
strike  out  “$80,000,000”  and  insert  “$82,- 
000,000”. 

On  page  24,  line  1,  after  the  word  “to”, 
strike  out  “$220,000,000”  and  insert  “$195,- 
500,000”. 

On  page  25,  line  22,  after  “(7  U.S.C.  1838)  ”, 
strike  out  “$84,500,000”  an  insert  “$85,700,- 
000”,  and,  after  the  amendment  just  above 
stated,  to  insert  a  colon  and  “Provided,  That 
agreements  entered  into  during  the  ’  fiscal 
year  1969  shall  not  require  payments  diu"- 
ing  the  calendar  year  1969  exceeding  $30,- 
500,000.” 

On  page  27,  line  11,  after  “5  U.S.C.  3109”, 
strike  out  “$12,276,000”  and  Insert  “$12,- 
576,000”. 

On  page  27,  line  18,  after  “5  U.S.  3109”, 
strike  out  “$2,565,300”  and  insert  “$3,065,300”. 

On  page  27,  line  24,  after  the  word  “service”, 
strike  out  “$4,461,000”  and  insert  “$4,761,000”. 

On  page  28,  line  6,  after  the  word  “De¬ 
partment”,  strike  out  “$1,965,000”  and  insert 
“$1,997,000”. 

On  page  29,  line  4,  after  the  word  “Library”, 
strike  out  “$3,166,500”  and  insert  “$3,419,- 
000”. 

On  page  29,  line  14,  after  the  word  “Agri¬ 
culture”,  strike  out  “$2,821,000”  and  Insert 
“$2,862,200”. 

On  page  30,  at  the  beginning  of  line  18, 
strike  out  “$304,000,000”  and  insert  “$329,- 
000,000”. 

On  page  31,  line  9,  after  the  word  “loans”, 
strike  out  “$250,000,000”  and  insert  “$300,- 
000,000”. 

On  page  31,  at  the  beginning  of  line  14, 
strike  out  “$15,000,000”  and  Insert  “$30,- 
000,000”,  and  in  line  15,  after  the  word  “ac¬ 
count”,  strike  out  “Provided,  That  farmer 
applicants  for  housing  loans  shall  be  re¬ 
quired  to  oiler  only  such  collateral  security 
as  is  required  of  owners  of  nonfarm  tracts”. 

On  page  32,  at  the  beginning  of  line  7, 
strike  out  “$3,500,000”  and  Insert  “$5,000,- 
000”. 

On  page  32,  line  16,  after  “(40  U.S.C.  440- 
444)”,  strike  out  “$57,461,000”  and  insert 
“$58,319,000”. 

On  page  33,  line  20,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
penses”,  strike  out  “$10,487,000”  and  Insert 
“$12,000,000”. 

On  page  33,  line  23,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
ceed”,  strike  out  “$2,850,000”  and  Insert 
“$1,430,000”. 

On  page  38,  after  line  2,  strike  out; 

“Sec.  509.  Money  appropriated  in  this  Act 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1969  only  to  the  extent 
that  expenditure  thereof  shall  not  result  in 
the  net  aggregate  expenditure  of  Federal 


funds  by  all  agencies  provided  for  herein 
beyond  $6,524,470,897  except  by  those  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  expenditures  re¬ 
quired  by  law  which  may  exceed  budget 
estimates  therefor.” 

On  page  38,  at  the  beginning  of  line  10, 
change  the  section  number  from  “510”  to 
“509”. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill  is 
open  to  amendment. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  837 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  the  able 
Senator  from  Florida  has  reminded  us 
of  the  parliamentai’y  situation  that  will 
apply  tomorrow.  It  seems  to  be  desirable 
that  before  we  adjourn  tonight,  !  outline 
an  amendment  which  I  shall  offer.  This 
will  enable  our  colleagues  to  study  the 
proposal  as  they  review  the  Record  be¬ 
fore  we  come  to  the  floor  tomorrow. 

I  hope  very  much,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  amendment  I  offer  and  the  remarks 
which  I  make  in  support  of  it  will  not  be 
viewed  as  criticism  of  the  able  senior 
Senator  from  Florida,  the  able  Senator 
from  Nebraska,  and  their  colleagues  and 
ours  on  the  Appropriations  Committee. 

Actually,  I  rise  now  to  thank  them  for 
their  support,  as  reflected  by  the  figures 
that  they  recommend  to  us  in  the  area  of 
school  feeding  programs,  of  the  effort 
which  all  of  us  are  imdertaking  to  insure 
that  we  do  respond  to  what  I  think  is  a 
national  concern  increasingly  felt  about 
young  children  in  this  country.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  has  recom¬ 
mended  substantially  larger  sums  for 
school  lunch  programs  and  for  related 
aspects  than  our  colleagues  in  the  House 
of  Representatives  thought  wise  to  adopt. 

Having  said  that,  I  now  realize  that 
everything  that  will  follow  will  'sound 
very  critical.  I  regret  that.  I  know  that 
it  is  not  easy  for  the  committee,  even 
given  the  strong  leadership  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  and  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska,  to  recommend  figures  substan¬ 
tially  higher  than  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  saw  fit  to  settle  on.  I  repeat,  I 
am  grateful,  and  I  know  there  are  a  great 
many  children  in  this  country  who, 
though  they  will  never  know  that  we 
stand  here  tonight  or  that  the  Senate 
will  vote  tomorrow,  will  be  in  their  debt. 

I  hope  the  Senators  will  join  with  me 
in  going  still  further,  in  supporting  what 
the  amendment  which  several  of  us  will 
offer  will  seek  to  accomplish. 

How  far  would  it  take  us?  It  would 
adopt  the  figures  recommended  by  the 
President  for  a  food  service  program  for 
children.  That  is  what  I  thiiik  we  should 
do.  If  there  was  ever  a  year  when  con¬ 
cern  about  hunger  crowded  the  consci¬ 
ence  of  this  country,  I  think  it  is  this 
year.  Perhaps  the  message  is  communi¬ 
cated  in  a  form  which  to  some  is  offen¬ 
sive;  but  the  message  is  being  delivered; 
and,  I  think,  all  of  us  would  agree  that 
if,  in  this  land,  so  rich,  so  strong,  there 
go  to  bed  at  night  even  a  thousand  chil¬ 
dren  who  have  not  had  a  decent  meal 
during  the  day,  it  offends  our  sense  of 
right  and  wrong. 

I  think  the  bitter  truth  is  that  there 
are  a  great  many  thousands  of  children 
in  this  imhappy  category.  This  ought  not 
to  be.  Even  if  we  were  a  less  rich  people. 


we  ought  not  to  tolerate  that.  We  should 
not  be  tolerant  of  ourselves  until  we  can 
honestly  say  that  we  have  used  the  de- 
liveiT  system  which  we  have  built  into 
the  schools  of  this  country  in  such  a 
fashion  that  no  child  who  attends  a 
school  in  our  land  will  be  without  at  least 
one  nutritious  meal  a  day. 

That  is  what  the  effort  of  those  of  us 
who  propose  the  amendment  which  I 
now  send  to  the  desk  and  ask  to  have 
printed  seeks  to  achieve. 

^  I  offer  the  amendment,  Mr.  President, 
on  behalf  of  the  able  Senator  from  Maine 
who  is  now  Presiding  Officer  (Mr.  Muskie 
in  the  chair),  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  JavitsI,  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  and  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young].  I  am 
sure  that  in  the  morning  I  shall  ask  that 
additional  names  be  added. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Chair  correctly  imderstand  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  calling  up  his  amendment,  or  sim¬ 
ply  sending  it  to  the  desk? 

Mr.  HART.  I  send  it  to  the  desk,  and, 
if  there  is  no  objection,  I  ask  that  it  be 
stated  and  become  the  pending  business 
in  the  morning. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows: 

On  page  18,  lines  19  to  21,  strike  out 
“$173,349,000,  including  $7,500,000  for  spe¬ 
cial  assistance  to  needy  schools,  $4,500,000 
for  the  pilot  school  breakfast  program,  $2,- 
000,000  for  the  noonfood  assistance  program” 
and  insert  the  following:  “$184,149,000,  in¬ 
cluding  $10,000,000  for  special  assistance  to 
needy  schools,  $6,500,000  for  the  pilot  school 
breakfast  program,  $6,500,000  for  the  non¬ 
food  assistance  program,  and  $2,300,000  for 
State  administrative  expenses”. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  m’ge  that 
we  respond  today — now — to  the  national 
concern  felt  about  hungry  children — by 
appropriating  the  sums  recommended 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  I  urge  we 
restore  the  level  of  funding  recommended 
by  the  President  for  food  service  pro¬ 
grams  for  children.  Both  Houses  of  Con¬ 
gress  are  exploring  ways  to  improve 
nutrition  among  our  low-income  families. 
Here  we  have  a  readymade  delivery  sys¬ 
tem  that  will  get  a  good  meal  to  hungry 
children.  Here  we  have  a  delivery  sys¬ 
tem  that  is  in  operation — is  ready  to 
roll — as  fast  as  we  will  let  it.  We  in  the- 
Congress  built  that  delivery  system — sec¬ 
tion  11  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
carries  its  own  authorization — its  own 
apportionment  formula  to  get  lunch  to 
children  in  low-income  area  schools. 

We  enacted  that  legislation  in  1962.  We 
never  provided  the  first  penny  until  the 
1965-66  fiscal  year  and  we  have  been 
pennypinching  on  this  one  ever  since. 
We  knew  when  we  enacted  section  11 
that  a  real  need  existed.  We  knew  that 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  children  had 
been  bjqjassed  by  the  lunch  program 
because  the  schools  and  the  children 
could  not  afford  it.  We  have  in  recent 
years  appropriated  funds  that  provide 
an  average  rate  of  reimbursement  of  4.5 
cents  in  cash  for  the  regular  lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  That  is  not  much,  but  together 
with  the  foods  made  available,  thou¬ 
sands  of  schools  and  millions  of  children 
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have  been  able  to  pai-ticipate  in  the 
lunch  program. 

There  is  a  requirement  in  the  School 
Lunch  Act — we  put  that  requirement  In 
back  in  1946  when  we  wrote  the  act — 
that  children  who  cannot  pay  shall  re¬ 
ceive  a  limch  free  or  at  a  reduced  price. 
We  did  not  say  just  some  children — we 
did  not  just  give  every  school  a  quota  of 
free  meals.  We  intended  that  every  child 
should  have  access  to  the  lunch  program 
and  by  access  we  meant  economic  access 
as  well  as  physical  access.  We  wanted  all 
schools  m  the  program  and  we  wanted 
all  the  children  to  eat  lunch  that 
wanted  to  eat  the  limch.  When  we  took 
a  good  look  at  the  program  in  1962  we 
saw  himdreds  of  schools  and  himdreds 
of  thousands  of  children  who  had  been 
left  out — the  schools  could  not  start  a 
lunch  program  because  they  had  so  many 
needy  children  that  they  could  not  afford 
a  viable  program.  Other  schools  were  in 
the  program  but  they  could  afford  only 
a  handful  of  free  or  reduced  price  meals — 
not  nearly  enough  to  meet  the  need. 

We  recognized  that  simply  increasing 
the  total  amount  of  funds  for  the  pro¬ 
gram  would  not  do  the  job.  We  needed  to 
focus — we  needed  to  direct  a  special  level 
of  assistance  to  low-income  area  schools 
so  they  could  get  into  the  lunch  program 
and  to  stay  in.  We  authorized  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $10  million  for  the  first  year 
of  operation  but  we  did  not  approve  a 
penny.  Almost  6  years  later  we  are  still 
cutting  back,  cutting  back.  Perhaps  we 
can  congratulate  ourselves  that  we  have 
an  Appropriations  Committee  recom¬ 
mendation  for  $7.5  million — but  it  is  a 
50-percent  increase  over  what  was  a  to¬ 
tally  inadequate  amoimt  last  year.  I  think 
we  should  approve  the  budget  request 
for  $10  million. 

I  want  to  insert  in  the  Record  a  table 
showing  what  each  State  received  under 
section  11  in  fiscal  years  1967  and  1968. 
In  my  own  State  of  Michigan,  the  public 
schools  received  $43,000  this  year.  There 
are  38  public  schools  in  the  entire  State 
participating  under  section  11.  You  know 
and  I  know  that  there  are  far  more  than 
38  public  schools  in  Michigan  that  could 
well  use  section  11  money  to  open  or 
strengthen  a  lunch  program.  I  suggest 
you  look  at  how  much  your  State  re¬ 
ceived — will  that  amount  feed  your  hun¬ 
gry  children? 

We  enacted  the  school  breakfast  pro¬ 
gram  as  part  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act 
of  1966.  It  was  put  on  a  2-year  pilot  basis 
and  just  a  few  weeks  ago  we  extended  the 
breakfast  program  for  an  additional  3 
years  with  a  1969  authorization  of  $6,- 
500,000.  We  were  told  over  and  over 
again  by  school  officials  that  the  need  for 
this  program  is  great.  Too  many  children 
fall  asleep  at  their  desks — too  many 


youngsters  are  apathetic,  or  restless  or 
sick  to  their  stomachs  from  hunger — 
the  morning  is  a  waste  of  the  child’s 
time — the  teacher’s  time — the  school’s 
time. 

The  Appropriations  Committee  did  ap¬ 
prove  $4.5  million — I  believe  we  should 
move  for  the  entire  $6.5  million  author¬ 
ized  and  requested. 

I  would  like  to  insert  in  the  Record 
tables  showing  what  each  State  received 
for  the  breakfast  program  in  fiscal  years 
1967  and  1968.  And  again  I  would  ask 
that  each  of  you  take  a  look  at  the  funds 
provided  to  your  State.  Do  you  believe 
this  reaches  all  the  youngsters  in  your 
po'or  downtown  elementary  schools  who 
show  up  with  no  breakfast?  Do  you  be¬ 
lieve  this  reaches  all  your  rural  schools 
where  children  may  have  been  riding  a 
bus  for  an  hour  or  more  and  show  up 
hungry? 

We  enacted  a  provision  authorizing 
assistance  to  low-income  area  schools 
when  we  approved  the  Child  Nutrition 
Act  of  1966.  Once  again,  this  was  an  ef¬ 
fort  to  get  at  the  heart  of  a  real  prob¬ 
lem — to  get  to  those  schools  that  could 
not  afford  the  basic  non-food  assistance 
equipment  to  get  the  program  underway. 
The  small,  isolated  rural  school — the 
downtown  elementary  school — all  too 
frequently  have  no  facilities  for  food 
service.  We  all  know  that  neighborhood 
elementary  schools  were  built  with  the 
idea  that  children  would  walk  home  to 
lunch.  But  with  millions  of  working 
mothers  in  these  neighborhoods  there  is 
no  one  at  home  to  prepare  lunch  and  the 
children  must  shift  for  themselves. 

As  in  the  case  of  section  II  special  as¬ 
sistance — as  in  the  case  of  the  breakfast 
program — we  have  done  well  in  getting 
substantive  legislation  on  the  books.  We 
roll  up  tremendous  majorities  with  wide 
bipartisan  support  when  we  come  for¬ 
ward  with  legislative  proposals  that  are 
soundly  based  and  carefully  designed  to 
pinpoint  the  assistance  where  it  is  most 
needed.  When  it  comes  to  funding,  we 
have  another  situation  entirely.  The  ad¬ 
ministration  asks  for,  pleads  for,  reason¬ 
able  amounts  that  will  get  things  mov¬ 
ing.  So,  for  equipment,  we  approved  for 
fiscal  1967  the  magnificent  sum  of 
$750,000  to  be  distributed  nationwide 
for  the  purchase  of  food  service  equip¬ 
ment.  The  same  sum,  $750,000,  for  1968. 

I  want  to  insert  two  tables  that  will 
show  each  of  you  how  much  your  State 
received  in  assistance  for  the  purchase 
of  equipment  in  fiscal  years  1967  and 
1968.  This  year,  the  Senate  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  does  propose  $2  million 
to  be  made  available  nationwide.  I  urge 
that  we  approve  the  full  $6  million  re¬ 
quested.  We  must  make  a  real  break¬ 
through  in  our  urban  elementary  schools 


and  we  must  make  is  possible  for  re¬ 
mote  rural  schools  to  offer  a  food  service. 
Each  year  of  delay  means  just  one  more 
year  of  poor  nutrition  for  these  children. 

This  leads  me  to  the  final  and  very  im¬ 
portant  point.  In  the  Child  Nutrition  Act 
of  1966,  we  authorized  assistance  to  State 
agencies  that  administer  the  school  food- 
service  programs.  We  did  that  deliber¬ 
ately  and  thoughtfully.  We  did  it  because 
we  knew  that  the  hardest  tasks  lay  ahead 
of  these  dedicated  people.  We  were  asking 
them  to  go  out  and  get  breakfast  pro¬ 
grams  operating,  make  section  11  func¬ 
tion  in  schools  that  would  be  coming  into 
the  program  for  the  first  time.  Schools  in 
low-income  areas  that  would  need  a 
maximum  of  technical  assistance  and 
guidance  if  they  were  to  have  viable  pro¬ 
grams.  We  were  asking  that  these  school 
lunch  staffs  review  every  request  for 
equipment  assistance — that  they  analyze 
each  request  in  terms  of  what  is  really 
needed  to  initiate  or  expand  food  service. 
We  are  asking  them  for  innovation  and 
imagination  to  do  this  at  the  least  pos¬ 
sible  cost.  To  work  with  each  school  or 
school  district — to  explore  the  feasibility 
of  providing  meals  prepared  in  an  exist¬ 
ing  or  centralized  kitchen  to  serve  a 
number  of  satellite  schools — to  make  sure 
that  every  penny  of  equipment  money  is 
used  wisely  and  well. 

School  limch  people  through  the  years 
have  been  real  experts  in  getting  the 
most  mileage  possible  out  of  every  nickel 
and  dime.  They  have  to  be — their  young 
clients  inevitably  disappear  in  droves  if 
the  lunch  price  inches  up  a  notch  too 
high.  Frankly,  I  think  it  is  about  time  we 
face  up  to  the  fact  that  we  have  really 
imposed  too  long  on  the  dedication  of 
these  people.  In  virtually  every  State  the 
State  staff  is  understaffed  and  underpaid 
even  to  cope  with  the  existing  regular 
lunch  program.  They  are  woefully  under¬ 
staffed  and  underpaid  to  take  on  what 
we  are  now  asking — to  go  the  last  mile 
and  reach  out  to  the  last  child  not  now 
reached. 

I  urge  your  support  for  this  amend¬ 
ment.  In  these  programs  we  know  pre¬ 
cisely  what  we  are  doing — we  know  that 
every  penny  of  Federal  assistance  goes  to 
serve  a  youngster  a  good  meal  or  to  make 
it  possible  to  serve  a  youngster  a  good 
meal  at  minimum  price.  We  know  these 
programs  work.  We  know  the  money  re¬ 
quested  is  really  a  modest  amount.  Let  us 
provide  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  imanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  cer¬ 
tain  tables  showing  the  apportionment 
of  funds  under  the  various  categories 
for  fiscal  years  1967  and  1968. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 
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NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM— SPECIAL  ASSISTANCE  APPORTIONMENT,  BY  STATE,  SEC.  11,  FISCAL  YEAR  1967 


Free  lunches  ‘ 

Assistance  need 
rate  2 

State  index  in  units 
of  100  3 

Percent! 

Total  apportionment* 

State  agency 

District  office 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

Alabama _ 

Alaska _ 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas _ 


Delaware _ _ 

District  of  Columbia _ 


Florida _ 

Georgia _ _ 

Guam _ 

Hawaii _ 

Idaho _ _ 

Illinois _ 

Indiana _ 

Iowa _ 


Kansas _ _ _ 

Kentucky _ _ 

Louisiana _ _ _ 

Maine _ _ _ 

Maryland _ _ _ 

Massachusetts _ 

Michigan _ _ _ _ _ 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi - 

Missouri _ 

Montana _ 

Nebraska _ 


Nevada _ 

New  Hampshire _ 

New  Jersey _ 

New  Mexico _ _ 

New  York _ 

North  Carolina _ 

North  Dakota _ 

Oklahoma'rrillllllllllllllllllllllllllllllinilll 

Oregon _ 

Pennsylvania _ 

Puerto  Rico _ 

Rhode  Island _ 

South  Carolina _ 

South  Dakota _ 

Tennessee _ _ _ 


Texas.. 

Utah... 

Vermont _ 

Virginia.. 

Virgin  Islands _ 

Washington _ 

West  Virginia.. 
Wisconsin . 


6, 548, 963 

1, 189, 130 

3, 390, 099 

7, 176,768 

6, 673, 197 

1, 885, 934 

704,  091 

136,708 

2, 592,110 

13, 920,684 

15,016,  891 

151,465  . . . 

7.2 

5.0 

5.7 

7.6 

5.0 

5.0 

5.0 

5.0 

5.0 

5.7 

6.4 

471, 525 
59, 457 
193, 236 
545, 434 
333, 660 
94, 297 
35, 205 
6, 835 
129, 606 
793, 479 
961, 081 

989, 486 

5.0 

49, 474 

292, 456 

6.0 

17, 547 

3, 178, 375 

5.0 

158,919 

2, 497,45: 

5.0 

124,  873 

2,  104, 426 

5.3 

111,535 

1,104, 441 

5.1 

56, 326 

10, 101,  094 

6.7 

676, 773 

16, 569, 222 

6.6 

1, 093,  568 

1,403, 806 

6.2 

87,  036 

1, 872, 768 

5.0 

93,638 

3,  823, 656 

5.0 

191,183 

4,375,324 

5.0 

218, 766 

2, 725, 501 

5.2 

141,726 

5,  100,657 

8.6 

438, 657 

3, 946, 736 

5.2 

205,230 

1, 083, 486 

5.6 

60. 675 

1,576,311 

5.4 

85, 121 

225, 071 

5.0 

11,254 

577, 303 

5.3 

30,  597 

2, 198, 455 

5.0 

109,923 

3, 559, 643 

6.1 

217,138 

60, 821, 434 

5.0 

3, 041,072 

12, 588, 833 

6.7 

843,  452 

765, 861 

6.0 

45, 952 

7, 517,  597 

5.0 

375, 880 

3, 705, 709 

6.1 

226,  048 

647, 520 

5.0 

32,  376 

10, 692, 743 

5.0 

534, 637 

62,762,059  _ 

133, 245 

5.0 

6, 662 

13, 009, 265 

7.6 

988, 704 

1, 040, 325 

6.6 

68, 661 

11,359, 234 

6.9 

783, 787 

12, 247, 878 

5.8 

710, 377 

1, 561, 486 

5.7 

89, 005 

442, 576 

7.0 

26,  555 

6, 133. 188 

1,512;  931 _ 

5.7 

349, 592 

1, 562, 005 

5.0 

78, 100 

5,694,138 

6.8 

387, 201 

2,716,995 

5.1 

138,  567 

129, 750 

5.3 

6,877 

280,972  . . 

0.0285129  $55,315  $54,209  $1,106 

.0035953  6,975  6,975  _ _ 

.0116849  22,669  19,054  3,615 

.  0329821  63,985  62,383  1,602 

. 0201762  39, 142  39, 142  . . . 

.  0057021  11,062  9,229  1,833 

.  0021288  4,  130  4,  130  _ 

. 0004133  802  786  16 

.0078372  15,204  15,204  _ 

.0479812  93,083  90,954  2,129 

.0581160  112,745  112,745  _ _ 

(. 0027686)  166  94  72 

.0029917  5,804  3,183  2,621 

.0010611  -  2,058  1,852  206 

.0096097  18,643  18,643  . . . 

.0075510  14,649  14,649  _ 

.  0067445  13,084  9,354  3,730 

.  0034060  6, 608  6, 608  _ 

.0409241  79,393  79,393  _ 

.0661274  128,287  128,287  _ 

.  0052630  10,210  7,612  2,598 

.0056622  10,985  8,182  2,803 

.0115607  22,428  22,428  _ 

.0132287  25,664  19,845  5,819 

.0085701  16,626  12,351  4,275 

.0265253  51,459  51,459  _ 

.  0124101  24,075  -24,075  _ _ 

.  0036690  7,118  5,647  1,471 

. 0051472  9, 985  6, 983  3, 002 

.0006805  1,320  1,308  12 

.0018502  3,589  -  3,589 

.  0066470  12,895  6,654  6,241 

.0131302  25,473  25,473  _ 

.  1838919  356,750  356,750  _ 

.0510031  98,946  98,946 

.0027787  5,391  3,758  1,633 

.0227293  44,095  33,543  10,  552 

.  0136690  26,518  26,518  _ 

.  0019578  3,  798  3,  798 

.0323292  62,719  41,136  21,583 

(.9644405)  57,  867  57,  867  _ _ _ 

. 0004028  781  781 

.  0597864  115,986  114,560  L426 

.0041519  8,055  8,055 

.0473952  91,947  90,813  1,134 

.0429561  83,335  78,324  5,011 

.0053821  10,441  10,328  113 

.0016058  3,115  3,115  _ _ 

.0211396  41,011  39,961  1,050 

(.0276550)  1,659  1,659  . 

.0047227  9,162  7,652  1,510 

.0234138  45,423  44,634  789 

.0083791  16,255  9,218  7,037 

.0004158  807  807 

(.0051359)  308  308 


Total. 


336, 017, 462 


16,537,279  1.0000000  2,000,000  1,905,011  94,989 


>  Number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  program  schools. 

2  A  need  rate  of  5  is  assigned  to  any  State  having  an  average  annual  per  capital  income  for  the 
past  3  years  (1963,  1964,  and  1965)  equal  to  or  greater  than  the  U.S.  average.  The  need  rate  for 
any  State  with  a  per  capita  income  less  than  the  United  States  is  obtained  by  dividing  the  U.S. 
average  by  such  State’s  average  and  multiplying  by  5,  except  that  no  State's  need  rate  may  exceed  9. 

3  Free  lunches  multiplied  by  assistance  need  rate  (col.  1  times  col  2). 

NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM— SEC.  11  APPC 


*  Percent  State  index  is  of  total  index.  For  Guam,  Puerto  Rico,  Virgin  Islands,  and  American 
Samoa,  the  percent  is  obtained  by  dividing  free  and  reduced-price  lunches  of  each  territory  by 
the  total  of  such  lunches  served  by  all  4  territories. 

«  Total  apportionment,  col.  5,  less  3  percent  ($1,940,000)  times  each  State’s  percent,  col.  4.  Ap¬ 
portionment  for  Guam,  Puerto  Rico,  Virgin  Islands,  and  American  Samoa  is  based  on  3  percent  of 
$2,000,000  or  $60,000. 

TIONMENT  OF  FUNDS,  BY  STATE,  FISCAL  YEAR  1968 


Free  lunches ' 

Assistance 
need  rate  2 

State  index  in 
units  of  100  3 

State  percent  * 

Total 

apportionment* 

State  agency 

District  office 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

Alabama _ 

Alaska _ 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas _ 

California _ 

Colorado _ _ _ 

Connecticut _ 

Delaware _ 

District  of  Columbia _ 

Florida _ 

Georgia _ 

Guam _ 

Hawaii _ 

Idaho _ 

Illinois _ 

Indiana _ 

Iowa _ _ _ 

Kansas _ _ _ 

Kentucky _ 

Louisiana _ 

Maine _ 

Maryland _ 

Massachusetts _ _ _ 

Michigan _ _ 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri _ _ _ _ 

Montana _ 

Nebraska _ 

Nevada _ _ 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 


7,697,372 

7.2 

554,211 

2. 85736 

$138, 582 

$136,710 

$1, 872 

1, 281, 481 

5.0 

64,  074 

. 33034 

16, 021 

16,  021 

3, 421,  804 

5.8 

198, 465 

1, 02323 

49, 627 

41, 576 

8, 051 

10, 375,  102 

7.4 

767,758 

3. 95835 

191,980 

188, 979 

3;  001 

8, 559, 532 

5.0 

427, 977 

2. 20654 

107,017 

107,  017 

2, 004,  834 

5.1 

102, 247 

.52715 

25,  567 

22; 212 

3,355 

696, 608 

5.0 

34,  830 

.17958 

8,710 

8,710 _ 

157, 413 

5.0 

7, 871 

. 04058 

1,968 

1,950 

18 

3, 142, 273 

5.0 

157, 114 

. 81004 

39,287 

39,287  _ 

18,603,931 

5.7 

1, 060, 424 

5. 46725 

265, 162 

260, 998 

4, 164 

19, 062, 663 

6.4 

1, 220,  010 

6.  29004 

305,  067 

305,  067 

163,  889 

(.  28584) 

429 

265 

164 

1,189, 411 

5.0 

59, 471 

. 30661 

14,  870 

9,019 

5,851 

357, 648 

5.9 

21,101 

. 10880 

5, 277 

4,765 

'512 

2, 486,311 

5.0 

124, 316 

. 64094 

31,  086 

31,  086 

2, 630, 924 

5.0 

131,  546 

.  67821 

32,893 

32. 893 

2, 073, 092 

5.2 

107,801 

. 55579 

26, 956 

19,125 

7,831 

1, 249, 146 

5.2 

64, 956 

. 33490 

16,243 

16. 243 

10, 862, 168 

6.7 

727,765 

3. 75216 

181,980 

181.980 

11,573,915 

6.6 

763, 878 

3.93834 

191,009 

191.  009 

1, 379, 696 

6.0 

82,782 

.42680 

20, 700 

15, 803 

4, 897 

2, 201,  000 

5.0 

110, 050 

. 56739 

27, 518 

22, 227 

5;  291 

4, 089, 597 

5.0 

204, 480 

1. 05424 

51,131 

51, 131 

4, 270, 733 

5.0 

213, 537 

1. 10094 

53, 396 

43, 161 

10, 235 

2, 573,  570 

5.2 

133, 826 

. 68997 

33, 463 

25, 024 

8' 439 

6, 090, 925 

8.5 

517, 729 

2. 66927 

129, 460 

129, 460 

4, 548,  580 

5.2 

236, 526 

1.21946 

59, 144 

59, 144 

1, 067, 653 

5.7 

60,856 

.31376 

15,217 

12, 107 

3  110 

1, 660, 825 

5.3 

88, 024 

. 45383 

22,011 

15, 663 

6’  348 

258, 579 

5.0 

12,929 

.  06666 

3,233 

3,213 

20 
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State 

Free  lunches' 

Assistance 
need  rate  2 

State  index  in 
units  of  100  3 

State  percent' 

Total 

apportionment 

State  agency 

District  office 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

New  Hampshire... 

New  Jersey - 

New  Mexico . 

New  York _ 

North  Carolina.... 

North  Dakota . 

Ohio _ _ 

Oklahoma _ 

Oregon. . 

Pennsylvania _ 

Puerto  Rico - 

Rhode  Island _ 

South  Carolina _ 

South  Dakota . 

Tennessee . . 

Texas _ 

Utah . . 

Vermont . . 

Virginia _ 

Virgin  Islands - 

Washington- . 

West  Virginia _ 

Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming _ 

Samoa,  American- 

Total _ 


2, 

4, 

67, 

24, 

7, 
4, 

10, 

54, 

18, 

1, 

12, 

16, 

1, 

8, 
1, 
1, 
6, 
2, 


580, 103 
229,992 
237,773 
601, 109 
984, 735 
759, 148 
247, 899 
331, 572 
690, 184 
565,  524 
525,929 
161,135 
565, 754 
019,980 
356, 937 
013, 891 
731,689 
448, 600 
068, 618 
651, 204 
652, 832 
024, 818 
514, 151 
126, 112 
994, 087 


5.3 

30,745 

.15851 

$7, 688 

$7, 688 

5.0 

111,500 

. 57486 

27. 881 

16,171 

6.3 

266, 980 

1.37648 

66. 759 

66, 759 

5.0 

3, 380, 055 

17. 42664 

845, 192 

845,  192 

6.7 

1,673,977 

8. 63056 

418, 582 

418. 582 

6.2 

47, 067 

.24267 

11,769 

8.  527 

5.0 

362,  395 

1.86841 

90,618 

70,  807 

6.0 

259,  894 

1. 33994 

64, 987 

64, 987 

5.0 

34, 509 

. 17792 

8, 629 

8, 629 

5.0 

528, 276 

2. 72364 

132, 096 

90, 900 

(95. 10042) 

142, 650 

142, 650 

5.0 

8,057 

.04154 

2,015 

2, 015 

7.4 

1,373,866 

-  7. 08328 

343,  539 

340, 929 

6.4 

65, 279 

. 33656 

16, 323 

16,  323 

6.8 

840, 272 

4. 33221 

210,112 

207, 730 

5.9 

944, 820 

4. 87124 

236, 255 

225,  526 

5.8 

100,438 

.51783 

25,115 

24, 824 

5.9 

26, 467 

.T3645 

6,618 

6,618 

5.7 

459,911 

2. 37118 

115, 002 

113. 382 

(2. 87992) 

4,  320 

4, 320 

5.0 

82, 642 

.  42608 

20,665 

17, 788 

6.8 

409, 688 

2. 11224 

102, 444 

100.955 

5.0 

125, 708 

.64811 

31,433 

19.  587 

5.4 

6, 810 

.03512 

1,703 

1,703 

9.0 .... 

(1. 73382) 

2, 601 

2, 601 

$11,710 


3,242 
19, 811 


41, 196 


2,610 

''2,'382 
lO,  729 
291 

"i,‘626 

'"2,'877 

1,489 

11,846 


384,  814, 451 


19, 395, 910 


100.  00000 


5, 000, 000 


4,  817, 038 


182, 962 


1  Number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  prpgram  schools. 

2  A  need  rate  of  5  is  assigned  to  any  State  having  an  average  annual  per  capita  inconie  for  the 
past  3  years  (1964,  1965,  and  1966)  equal  to  or  greater  than  the  U.S  average.  The  need  rate  for 
any  State  with  a  per  capita  income  less  than  the  United  States  is  obtained  by  dividing  the  U.S. 
average  by  such  State's  average  and  multiplying  by  5,  except  that  no  State  s  need  rate  may 
€XC66d  9 

3  Free  lunches  multiplied  by  assistance  need  rate  (col.  1  times  col.  2). 


3  Percent  State  index  is  of  total  index.  For  Guam,  Puerto  Rico,  Virgin  Islands,  and  American 
Samoa,  the  percent  is  obtained  by  dividing  free  and  reduced-price  lunches  of  each  territor  y  by 
the  total  of  such  lunches  served  by  all  4  territories.  ' 

» Total  apportionment,  col.  5,  less  ^  percent  ($4,850,000)  times  each  State  s  percent,  col.  4. 
Apportionment  for  Guam,  Puerto  Rico,  Virgin  lalands,  and  American  Samoa  is  based  on  3  percent 
of  $5  million  or  $150,000. 
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State 


Apportionment ' 
(1) 


State  agency 
(2) 


District  office 
(3) 


Alabama _ _ 

Alaska . . 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas _ 

California _ 

Colorado _ 

Connecticut _ 

Delaware _ 

District  of  Columbia. 

Florida _ 

Georgia _ 

Guam _ _ 

Hawaii - - 

Idaho _ 

Illinois _ 

Indiana . . . 

Iowa . . . . 

Kansas - - 

Kentucky.. . . 

Louisiana . . 

Maine . . 

Maryland _ 

Massachusetts _ 

Michigan. . 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri _ 

Montana . . 

Nebraska . . 


$37,  807 
37, 807 
37, 807 
37, 807 
37,  807 
37,  807 
37, 807 
37,  807 
37, 807 
37, 807 
37, 807 
11,345 
37, 807 
37,  807 
37, 807 
37, 807 
37, 807 
37, 807 
■37, 807 
37, 807 
37,  807 
37,  807 
37, 807 
37, 807 
37, 807 
37, 807' 
37, 807 
37, 807 
37, 807 


$36, 871  $936 

37,807  . . . 

36, 205  1, 602 

36,691  1,116 

37,807  . . 

34, 958  2,  849 

37,807  . . 

37,410  397 

37,807  . . . 

36, 990  817 

37,  807  . 

6,575  4,770 

35, 442  2,  365 

36, 635  1,  172 

37,807  . . 

37,807  . . 

33,110  4,697 

37,807  _ _ 

37,807  . 

37,807  . . ---- 

33,  535  4, 272 

36, 456  1, 351 

37,807  . . 

34, 029  3, 778 

32, 944  4, 863 

37,807  . . . 

37,807  . . . 

35, 361  2, 446 

31,755  6,052 


State 


Apportionment ' 
(1) 


State  agency 
(2) 


District  office 
(3) 


Nevada _ 

New  Hampshire... 

New  Jersey.- . 

New  Mexico _ 

New  York . . 

North  Carolina _ 

North  Dakota _ 

Ohio. . . 

Oklahoma _ 

Oregon . . . 

Pennsylvania _ 

Puerto  Rico . 

Rhode  Island . 

South  Carolina _ 

South  Dakota _ 

Tennessee . 

Texas . . 

Utah . . 

Vermont . 

Virginia . . 

Virgin  Islands . 

Washington - 

West  Virginia _ 

Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming _ 

Samoa,  American. 

Total . 


$37,807  $37,489  $318 

37,807  37,807  . 

37, 807  32, 773  5, 034 

37,807  37,087  _ _ 

37,807  37,807  . . . 

37,807  37,807  _ 

37, 807  33, 519  4, 288 

37, 807  33, 874  3, 933 

37, 807  37, 807  _ 

37,807  37,807  . . . . 

37, 807  33, 003  4, 804 

37,807  37,807  . . . . 

37,807  37,807  . . . 

37, 807  37, 384  423 

37,807  37,807  _ 

37, 807  37,  178  629 

37, 807  36, 252  1, 555 

37,807  37,633  174 

37,807  37,807  . 

37, 807  37, 146  661 

11.345  11,345  . . . . 

37,807  36,675  1,  132 

37, 807  36, 993  814 

37, 807  30, 321  7, 486 

37,807  37,  807  . . . 

11.346  11,346  . 


2, 000, 000 


1,925, 266 


74, 734 


.Funds  appropriated  were  not  sufficient  to  fully  implement  the  apportionment  formula  prescribed  in  the  Child  Nutrition  Act.  Therefore,  funds  available  were  a 
basis  in  accordance  with  sec.  4(bKl)  only- 
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ppcrtioned  on  a  prorated 


State 


Basic 

apportion¬ 

ment, 

sec.  4(bXl) 
(1) 


Remainder 

Total 

apportion¬ 

apportion¬ 

State 

ment. 

ment. 

agency 

sec.  4(bX2) 

cols.  1  and  2 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

District 
office  > 


(5) 


Alabama _ _  $50,000  $25,989  $75  989 

AiacLa  50.000  740  50,840 

Sa . . . ■—  50  000  7,374  57,374 

A?kansaV'II-I-l . — -  50,000  16,111  66,111 

California — . .  fn'nnn  58  388 

Colorado . — - .  50,000  8,388  58,388 

Connecticut _  50, 000  7, 577  57, 577 

Delaware  50,000  2,076  52,076 

District  of  Columbia _  50,000  oj’aoa 

Florida  50,000  34,424  84,424 

Kia"  -  50  000  38,668  88,668 

Kii . 50000  5,473  55,473 

IKi:::;;:::::::... .  50:000  25,529  75,529 

Footnote  at  end  of  tables. 


$74, 139  $1, 850 

50,840  . . - 

54, 944  2, 430 

64, 395  1, 716 

82,943  . . 

54,591  3,797 

57.577  . - 

51.578  498 

51,378  — . 

82,796  1,628 

88, 668  . 

10, 533  5, 184 

51,992  3,481 

51,981  1,733 

75,529  . . 


State 


Basic 

apportion¬ 

ment, 

sec.  4(bj(l) 

Remainder 

apportion¬ 

ment, 

sec.  4(bX2) 

Total 

apportion¬ 

ment, 

cols.  1  and  2 

State 

agency 

District 
office ' 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Indiana  $50,000  $19,709 

Swa  . 50:000  16,204 

Kansas'  . -  50,000  10,332 

Kentucky . -  50,000  25,354 

Louisiant 50000  35012 

Mflinp  »  000  4, 671 

Maryiarid"":::;:::::::—  50,000  11,400 

SSSan'*'''*' . 50;ro  n;690 

Mlnnlsota;:::::::::::.--  50.000  19.6% 

musouT.'::::::::::::::::  58:080  i:™ 

Montana . . 50,000  2,730 

88:888 


$69,709  $69,709  . . 

66,204  58,308  $7,896 

60,332  60,332  _ _ 

75,354  75,354  . 

86,012  86,012  . . . 

54,671  48,386  6,285 

61,400  59,492  1,908 

69, 349  69, 349  . 

71,690  65,562  6,128 

69.696  61,231  8,465 

72,682  72,682  . . 

70,799  70,799  . 

52,730  49,538  3,192 

56, 626  48, 293  8, 333 

50. 696  50, 337  359 
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Basic 

Remainder 

Total 

apportion- 

apportion- 

apportion- 

State 

Distr'tct 

State 

ment. 

ment. 

ment. 

agency 

office! 

sec.  4(bXl) 

sec.  4(bX2) 

cols.  1  and  2 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

New  Hampshire . 

JSO.  000 

$2,  527 

$52, 527 

$52,527  . 

New  Jersey . . . 

50,  000 

11,025 

61,025 

53, 989 

$7,036 

New  Mexico _ 

50. 000 

6,158 

56, 158 

56, 158  . 

New  York _ 

50. 000 

55,373 

105,373 

105,373  . 

North  Carolina _ 

50. 000 

43, 407 

93, 407 

93,407  . 

North  Dakota . . 

50,000 

4,300 

54, 300 

48, 431 

5,869 

Ohio _ _ 

_  50, 000 

34,114 

84,114 

76,000 

8,114 

Oklahoma _ 

50  000 

11,831 

61,  831 

61,831  . 

Oregon _ 

50,  000 

7,837 

57, 837 

57,837  . 

Pennsylvania _ 

_  50, 000 

34,716 

84,716 

74, 807 

9, 909 

Puerto’  Rico _ 

_  50, 000 

23, 380 

73, 380 

73, 380  . 

Rhode  Island _ 

50,  000 

1,512 

51,512 

51,512  . 

South  Carolina _ 

_  50, 000 

26, 045 

76. 045 

75, 197 

848 

South  Dakota . 

.  50, 000 

3, 504 

53, 504 

53,  504  . 

State 

Basic 

apportion¬ 

ment, 

sec.  4(bXl) 

Remainder 

apportion¬ 

ment, 

sec.  4(bX2) 

Total 

apportion¬ 

ment, 

cols.  1  and  2 

State 

agency 

District 

office! 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Tenne.ssefi 

Texas _ 

Utah _ _ 

Vermont _ 

Virginia _ _ 

Virgin  Islands _ 

Washington _ _ 

West  Virginia . . 

Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming _ 

Samoa,  American _ 

_  50, 000 

.  50, 000 

_  50, 000 

.....  15,000 

_  50, 000 

_  50, 000 

_  50, 000 

1 nnn 

$26,796 
40, 514 
6, 964 
1,509 
24,420 
702 
10,914 
10, 423 
16, 009 
1,447 
422 

$76,796 
90, 514 
56, 964 
51,  509 
74, 420 
15, 702 
60, 914 
60, 423 
66,  009 
51, 447 
15, 422 

$75, 580 
87, 058 
56, 787 
51,  509 
73, 299 
15,702  . 
59, 198 
59, 178 
53, 679 
51,447 
15,422  . 

$1,216 
3, 456 
177 

1,121 

1,716 
1,245 
12, 330 

. 

Total _ _ _ 

_  2,645,000 

855, 000 

3, 500, 000 

3, 382, 080 

117,920 

1  Nonprofit  private  schools  disbursement  effected  in  accordance  with  sec.  10  of  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  exclusive  of  the  matching  provision. 
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State 


Alabama . . 

Alaska _ 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas . . 

California _ 

Colorado _ 

Connecticut. . 

Delaware _ 

District  of  Columbia. 

Florida _ _ 

Georgia . . . 

Guam _ 

Hawaii . . 

Idaho. . . 

Illinois _ _ 

Indiana _ 

Iowa _ _ 

Kansas _ 

Kentucky _ 

Louisiana _ 

Maine _ _ 

Maryland _ 

Massachusetts . 

Michigan _ 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi _ 

Missourr _ 

Montana _ 

Nebraska _ 


Apportionment!  State  agency  Private  schools 


State 


Apportionment! 


(1)  (2)  (3) 


(1) 


$23, 319  $22, 742  $577 

805  805  . . 

6, 651  6, 369  282 

13,996  13,583  413 

30,868  30,868  _ _ 

7, 363  6, 808  555 

6,666  6,666  . . 

1,658  1,641  17 

1,133  1,133  _ _ _ 

29, 728  29, 086  642 

32,928  32,928  . . 

557  323  234 

4,770  4,472  298 

3,419  3,313  106 

22,674  22,674  _ 


14, 368  12, 583  1, 785 


22, 281  22, 281  . 

30,468  30,468  ... 

4, 107  3, 643  464 

10,138  9,776  362 

17,246  17,246  _ _ 

19,726  17,755  1,971 

17,182  14,972  2,210 


18,357  18,357  _ 

2,413  2,257  156 

5,679  4,770  909 


Nevada _ 

New  Hampshire.. 

New  Jersey _ 

New  Mexico _ 

New  York . . 

North  Carolina... 

North  Dakota _ 

Ohio _ 

Oklahoma _ 

Oregon. . . 

Pennsylvania _ 

Puerto  Rico . . 

Rhode  Island _ 

South  Carolina... 

South  Dakota _ 

Tennessee . . 

Texas . . 

Utah _ 

Vermont.. . 

Virginia . . 

Virgin  Islands _ 

Washington . 

West  Virginia.... 

Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming.. . . 

Samoa,  American 

Total . 


$658 
..2,  091 
..9, 935 
..5,  530 
.46, 971 
.37,  312 
..3, 805 
.30,  050 
.10, 640 
..6, 985 
.29,  956 
.20, 247 
..1,398 
.23, 166 
..3,  234 
.24,  242 
35,117 
5, 878 
1,347 
21,409 
600 
9, 567 
9, 480 
14,201 
1,335 
159 


750,000 


State  agency  Private  schools 
(2)  ,  (3) 


$652 .  $6 

..2,091 . . 

..8,612 . 1,323 

..5,530  _ 

.46,971  _ 

.37,312 . . 

..3,373  _ 432 

.26,924  . . .3,126 

.10,640  . . 

..6,985  . 

.26,150  . . 3,806 

.20,247  . . . 

..1,398  . . 

.22,907  . 259 


2.3,8.39  • 

40.'^ 

33, 672 

1,445 

5, 851 

27 

1,347  . 

21, 034 

375  . 

600 

9,281 

286 

9,276 

204 

11,389 

2,812 

1,335  . 

159 _ 

724,515 

25,485 

!  Apportioned  on  the  same  basis  as  provided  under  sec.  4  of  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  except  that  apportionment  to  American  Samoa  is  on  the  same  basis  as  other  States. 
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I 


State 


Apportionment  >  State  agency  District  office 
(1)  (2)  (3) 


State 


Apportionment !  State  agency  District  office 
(1)  (2)  (3) 


Alabama . . 

Alaska _ .• _ ... 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas _ 

California. . . 

Colorado _ 

Connecticut _ 

Delaware _ 

District  of  Columbia 

Florida _ 

Georgia _ 

Guam _ _ _ 

Hawaii . . 

Idaho _ 

Illinois _ 

Indiana _ 

Iowa . . 

Kansas _ 

Kentucky . . 

Louisiana _ 

Maine _ _ 

Maryland _ 

Massachusetts _ 

Michigan _ 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri _ 

Moptana _ 

Nebraska . . 


$22,797 

$22,242 

737 

737 

6,468 

6,194 

14,133 

13,766 

28, 897 

28, 897 

7, 358 

6,880 

6,647 

6, 647 

1,821 

1,804 

1,208 

1,208 

30, 197 

29, 615 

33,919 

33,919 

629 

422 

4, 800 

4,499 

3,259 

3,154 

22, 393 

22, 393 

17,288 

17, 288 

14,215 

12,  520 

9, 063 

9,063 

22, 241 

22,241 

31, 590 

31,590 

4,097 

3,626 

10,  000 

9,689 

16,973 

16,973 

19, 027 

17, 401 

17,277 

15,179 

19,896  ■ 

19, 896 

18. 245 

18, 245 

2. 395 

2, 250 

5,  813 

4,958 

$555 


274 

367 


478 


17 


582 


207 

301 

105 


1,695 


471 

311 


1,626 

2,098 


Nevada _ 

New  Hampshire. 

New  Jersey _ 

New  Mexico.... 

New  York _ 

North  Carolina.. 
North  Dakota... 

Ohio _ 

Oklahoma _ 

Oregon _ 

Pennsylvania..., 

Puerto  Rico _ 

Rhode  Island _ 

South  Carolina.. 
South  Dakota.... 

Tennessee _ 

Texas _ 

Utah _ 

Vermont _ 

Virginia. . . 

Virgin  Islands.... 

Washington _ 

West  Virginia..., 

Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming . . 

Samoa,  American 


145 

855 


Total. 


$610 

$606 

$4 

2,217 

2,217 

9,671 

8, 556 

1,115 

5,402 

5,402 

48,573 

48, 573 

38,076 

38, 076 

3,772 

3, 364 

408 

29,924 

27,037 

2, 887 

10, 378 

10, 378 

6,874 

6. 874 

30, 453 

26, 891 

3,562 

20, 509 

20,  509 

1,326 

1.326 

22, 847 

22,  592 

255 

3, 073 

3.  073 

23, 505 

23, 133 

372 

35, 539 

34, 182 

1,357 

6,108 

6, 089 

19 

1,324 

1.  .324 

21,421 

21, 098 

323 

615 

615 

9, 574 

9,304 

270 

9,143 

8, 955 

188 

14, 043 

11,420 

2. 623 

1,269 

1,269 

371 

371 

750,000 

726,530 

23,470 

!  Apportioned  on  the  same  basis  as  provided  under  sec.  4  of  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended. 
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Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  reply¬ 
ing  only  briefly,  because  we  shall  be 
discussing  this  matter  tomorrow,  our 
committee  has  provided  in  connection 
with  the  school  limch  program,  the  full 
amount  of  the  budget  request  for  the 
regular  school  lunch  program,  cash  pay¬ 
ments  to  States.  The  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  authorized  an  additional 
amount,  over  the  1969  budget  estimate 
and  the  Department  of  Agriculture  re¬ 
quested  that  we  strike  out  those  addi¬ 
tional  amounts,  because  they  are  not  in  a 
position  to  carry  out  the  Increased  pro¬ 
gram  proposed,  since  their  programs  have 
already  been  established. 

We  increased  the  funds  provided  in  the 
House  bill  for  the  section  11  assistance  to 
needy  children.  These  funds  go  to  chil¬ 
dren  in  areas  that  are  very  poor,  and  in 
this  program  the  Federal  Grovemment 
pays  a  larger  portion  of  the  cost.  We  en¬ 
larged  also  the  fqnds  for  the  special  pilot 
school  breakfast  program,  as  well  as  the 
funds  for  the  nonfood  assistance  pro¬ 
gram,  which  is  for  refrigerators  and 
other  types  of  equipment  for  schools  that 
simply  cannot  afford  to  furnish  that  type 
of  equipment  for  themselves. 

We  did  not,  as  our  distinguished 
friend  from  Michigan  has  already  stated. 


go  to  the  full  budgeted  amount,  because 
we  have  had  considerable  experience  with 
our  colleagues  in  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives,  and  we  know  something  of  the 
feeling  that  we  will  encounter  hi  con¬ 
ference.  We  know  also  that  we  have 
increased  existing  programs  by  substan¬ 
tially  large  percentage  amounts.  For  in¬ 
stance,  for  section  11  funds,  we  have  pro¬ 
vided  a  50-percent  increase  over  this 
year’s  appropriation,  from  $5  million  to 
$7.5  million.  We  have  increased  the  pilot 
school  breakfast  program  by  $1  million, 
from  $3.5  million  to  $4.5  million,  and 
the  nonfood  assistance  by  $1,250,000; 
from  $750,000  to  $2  million. 

I  think  that  we  cannot  get  by  with 
any  more  than  that  with  the  other 
body.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  agencies 
can  reasonably  absorb  any  more  than 
that. 

We  are  increasing  the  programs  very 
rapidly,  and  we  ask  the  imderstanding 
and  tolerance  of  our  friends,  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  and  some  of  the  others. 
There  are  some  of  these  program  that 
we  cannot  Increase  any  faster  than  we 
are  doing.  We  think  we  are  going  as  fast 
as  possible  and  that  we  have  accom¬ 
plished  the  best  balance  possible  imder 
the  circumstances  in  a  program  which 


has  many  complexities  and  many  dif¬ 
ferent  methods  of  approaching  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  hunger  for  the  children  and 
particularly  the  children  who  are  de¬ 
pendent  and  come  from  homes  where 
they  are  not  getting  sufidcient  food.  We 
have  given  oui'  full  attention  to  this  field. 


RECESS  TO  9  A.MyTOMORROW 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  President,  unless 
there  is  further  bu^ess  to  come  before 
the  Senate,  I  mo^  in  accordance  with 
the  order  previously  entered,  that  the 
Senate  now  sta^  in  recess  until  9  o’clock 
tomorrow  morning. 

The  motimi  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  5 
o’clock  and  52  minutes  p.m.)  the  Senate 
took  a  re^ss  until  tomorrow,  Wednesday, 
May  2w, 1968,  at  9  a.m. 


/  CONFIRMA'nON 

'  Executive  nomination  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  May  28  (legislative  day  of  May 
27), 1968: 

Mississippi  River  Commission- 
Roy  T.  Sessums,  of  Louisiana,  to  be  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Mississippi  River  Commission  for 
a  term  of  9  years. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  SenatZ passed  agricultural  appropriation  bill, 


1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  with  amendments  H,  R.  I69I3,  the  agricultural  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  (pp.  S6606-12,  S6614-27,  S6633-44).  Conferees  were  appointed  (p. 
S6644).  Adopted  amendments  by  Sen.  Hart  to  increase  by  $4.5  million  funds  for 
items  under  "School  Lunch  Program,"  ($2.5  million  for  special  assistance  to 
needy  schools  -  total  $10,000,000,  and  $2  million  for  the  pilot  school  break¬ 
fast  program  -  total  $6,5  million)  (pp.  S6606-12) ,  and  by  Sen.  Javits,  31-30, 


i 


to  strike  the  provision  which  restricts  the  use  of  Section  32  funds  for 
purposes  other  than  commodity  program  expenses  (pp,  S6634-43) .  Rejected 
amendments  by  Sen.  Williams  (Del.),  19-45,  to  limit  to  $10,000  the 
maximum  amount  that  may  be  paid  during  fiscal  year  1969  to  any  producer 
participating  in  any^^^m  (pp,  S6615-25)  and  by  Sen„  Williams  (Del.), 
16-47,  to  reduce  by  million  funds  for  the  agricultural  conservation 

program  (pp.  S6625-7,  S6633-4).  A  point  of  order  was  sustained  against  an 
amendment  by  Sen.  Williams  (Del.)  to  prohibit  after  Jan.  1,  1969,  payment 
to  any  producer  under  any  program  in  excess  of  $10,000  for  any  one  year 
(p.  S6615). 


RECREATION.  Passed 
National  Recreation 


^  reported  S.  444,  to  establish  the  Beaming  Gorge 
Tea  in  Utah  and  Wyoming.  pp.  S66L2S4 


CIVIL  DEFENSE.  Passed  wVhout  amendment  H.  R.  15004,/to  amend  the  Federal 
Civil  Defense  Act  of  195()V  so  as  to  extend  for  4  y^rs  certain  civil  defense 
authorities  that  otherwise\rfould  expire  on  June  1.968.  This  bill  will 
now  be  sent  to  the  Presidenhk  pp.  S6603-5  ' 

DISASTER  RELIEF.  S.  438,  to  proWde  addition^assistance  for  areas  suffering 
a  major  disaster  was  ordered  to  iS;^  on  the^ble.  p.  S6666 

FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  Sen.  Ellender  disc\isecythe  report  of  his  -findings  on  our 
U.  S.  Government  operations  in  the  coD^ries  of  south  Asia"  and  inserted 
tables  -on  the  question  of  ^ rei^.n, ai^nd s  derived  from  the  industrialized 
countries  of  the  world  and  the  membe^hi\of  these  same  countries  in  aid 
groups  formed  on  a  multilateral  b£^s.-  86644-54 

FORESTRY;  RECLAMATION.  Sen.  Byr^W.  Va. ,  inerted  Richard  D.  Lane>s,  FS 
paper,  "The  Forest  Service  Reo/iraation  ResearcnS^rogram."  pp.  S67I2-4 

7.  F0Rf!,IGN  TRADE.  Sen,  Bar  t  tey^expressed  support  foXthe  President's  propcnsed 

trade  Expansion  Act  of  19j^.  p.  S6701  ' 

8.  EXPENDITURES.  Sen,  Griyl(lng  opposed  reduction  in  esser\al  domestic  programs, 

7?  any  citizen  to  ^liungry".  and  inserted 

an  AFL-CIO  statemei^on  -indiscriminate  budget  s lashing, -\i:,p .  S6679-80 

9.  MEAT.  Sen.  Bartl^t  said  there  is  a  possibility  that  the  marX^ting  of  reindeer 

meat  has  comme^ial  potential,  and  inserted  an  article  on  ef f^s  "to  improve 
and  promote  reindeer  industry,  pp.,  S6678-9  ^ 

10.  REPORTS.  Reived  from  GAO  reports  on;  reducing  the  cost  of  proviXng  Federal 
agenciesifrith  certain  .supplies;  standardization  of  allowances  unuer^deral 
fellows|jd.p  and  programs;  financing  of  salary  costs  \f  retired 

Civi^ervice  ^uitants  reempioyed  by  Federal  agencies;  and  improve  deigns  of  . 

better  utilization  of  space;  to  Government  OperatioiX 
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If  the  amendment  is  adopted,  and  2 
years  from  now  there  Is  a  request  for 
extension  of  these  authorizations,  in 
opinion,  we  will  have  a  request  that 

_ ^be  as  much  as  $50  million  a  year 

in  a^horization  instead  of  the  $25  mil¬ 
lion  maximum  that  now  applies. 

The  million,  of  course,  is  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Gov^inunent’s  contribution,  which 
must  be  m&ched  by  States  and  cities.  In 
many  casesN(he  States  and  cities  spend 
much  more  tmm  that. 

Just  how  valusi^le  this  agency  is  to  the 
country  is,  of  course,  a  debatable  ques¬ 
tion.  I  hope  we  nNfi'  have  to  put  it  to 
the  supreme  test — that  is,  its  function¬ 
ing  in  time  of  atomicN^  nuclear  attack. 
But  this  activity  has  oesignated  many 
millions  of  shelter  areasAlt  has  stocked 
shelters  with  food  and  w^er  for  those 
who  may  have  to  use  temp'^ry  shelter 
to  avoid  the  disastrous  ^ects  of 
radiation.  .. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  not  airee  to 
the  amendment  because  Civil  De^nse 
will  be  back  here  2  years  from  noA.  in 
my  opinion,  and  we  will  be  fighting 
increase  in  the  authorization. 

I  freely  concede  that  there  have  been 
instances  of  political  usage  of  this  agency 
as  the  Senator  from  Ohio  has  brought 
out  in  times  past,  where  old  cronies  have 
been  rewarded,  but  the  Office  of  Civil 
Defense  is  in  existence  and  it  has  done 
some  good  work. 

I  know  that  in  my  own  State  of  Geor¬ 
gia  it  has  been  extremely  helpful  to 
some  of  our  small  commimities.  At  times 
when  they  have  had  no  water  available, 
Civil  Defense  has  brought  in  water  sup¬ 
ply  systems  that  it  has  held  in  emer¬ 
gency  storage. 

Mr.  President,  in  my  opinion,  it  would 
be  a  serious  mistake  to  accept  this 
amendment  or  to  defeat  the  authoriza¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
merely  to  say  a  word  on  this  point.  First 
of  all,  I  applaud  the  Senator  froin  Ohio 
for  his  sincerity  and  consistency  with  re¬ 
spect  to  this  matter.  I  have  disagreed 
“with  him  with  equal  consistency.  Of 
course,  persistency  does  not  prove  that  h< 
is  right  and  I  am  wrong,  or  vice  ver  ^ 
But,  I  am  chairman  of  the  Joint 
mittee  on  Atomic  Energy  and  ouiyrom- 
mittee  has  gone  into  these  ma^rs  in 
quite  some  depth.  / 

I  do  not  think  protection  is^ waste  of 
money.  It  is  like  saying  that^  I  buy  fire 
insurance  on  my  house  ana  it  has  the 
good  fortune  not  to  burry  down,  then  I 
have  wasted  money  on  the  premiums. 

Well,  we  hope  and  to  God  that  we 
will  never  suffer  a^uclear  holocaust. 
For  it  has  been  sai/H  with  authority  that 
if  we  should  hava^  surprise  nuclear  at¬ 
tack,  250  million  people  could  be  killed 
at  the  very  firyf  blow. 

I  quite  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  thati«  that  bomb  strikes,  at  the 
point  wluife  it  strikes  it  may  make  little 
different  whether  that  point  has  any 
shelt^  or  not. 

iMeed  and — God  forbid — if  an  atomic 
bq^b  did  drop  on  Chicago  and  the  wind 
>^an  to  blow  toward  Ohio  and  there 
,  .vere  shelters  in  Ohio,  there  then  cer¬ 
tainly  would  be  some  protection  for  the 
people  in  Ohio.  It  all  depends  on  the 


circumstances.  We  all  hope  a  nuclear 
holocaust  does  not  happen,  but  the  cold 
fact  is  that  the  world  is  spending  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  building  up  nuclear  and 
thermonuclear  stockpiles.  There  are  in 
existence  today  enough  nuclear  and  hy¬ 
drogen  bombs  to  destroy  everything  that 
man  has  built  from  the  time  of  begin¬ 
ning. 

•The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
time  to  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  do  not  want  to  pro¬ 
long  the  debate  but  the  point  I  want  to 
make  is  that  there  has  to  be  some  point 
at  which  we  draw  the  line.  It  may  be 
true  that  we  have  been  fumbling  along 
in  some  respects.  But  we  need  a  little 
time  to  work  it  out.  I  would  hope  that 
any  abuses  to  which  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  has  referred  might  be  remedied, 
but,  at  the  same  time,  it  would  be  most 
unfortunate  if  we  wrote  this  whole 
agency  off.  That  would  be  a  tragic  de¬ 
cision. 

I  hope  the  amendment  is  defeated. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President,^ 
I  have  any  time  left? 

The  PRESIDING. OFFICER.  All/time 
o\the  bill  has  expired. 

r.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  I  urgeythat  my 
ameMment  be  adopted. 

Th^RESIDING  OFFICE^  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  ^  the  amendment  91  the  Senator 
from  Ohi^ 

The  am^dment  was ^jected. 

The  PRESSpiNG  OWICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  now  is  the/rhird  reading  and 
passage  of  the^l 

The  bill  (H.R.^004)  was  ordered  to  a 
third  reading,  ^a^ead  the  third  time, 
and  passed 

commx3!^ee  meetings  during 

SENATE  SESSION 

Mr  AiANSFIELD.  Mr.  Pre^^ent,  I  a^k 
unmwmous  consent  that  the  Subcommit- 
teo^n  Employment,  Manpiower,  Njd  Pov 
fly  of  the  Committee  on  LabN"  and 
Public  Welfare:  the  Committee  0 
District  of  Columbia;  and  the  Sub 
mittee  on  Improvements  in  Judicial 
chinery  of  the  Committee  on  the  Judi 
ciary  all  be  authorized  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  today. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


S6605 


unanimous-consent  request  of  yesterday, 

and  ask  unanimous  consent  that  1  hour 
of  debate  be  allowed  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield,  without  losing  his  right 
to  the  floor  and  without  having  any 
time  allocated  on  the  bill  used,  for  the 
purpose  of  suggesting  the  absence  of  a 
quorum? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  for  that  pur¬ 
pose.  _  ^ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  time  is  charged  to  neither 
side,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clex’k  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent,  with  no  time  being 
allotted  from  the  agriculture  appropria¬ 
tions  bill,  that  the  Senate  turn  to  the 
consideration  of  the  nominations  on  the 
Executive  Calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield  for  that  pur¬ 
pose? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
asked  that  no  time  be  allotted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


iU 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1969 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  16913)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND  obtained  the  floor. 

MODIFICATION  OF  UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  one-half 
minute  to  me? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  very  happy  to 
yield  to  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  want  to  add  to  the 


IN  THE  U.S.  AIR  FORCE 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  read  simdry  nominations  in  the 
U.S.  Air  Force. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  these  nomina¬ 
tions  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  nominations  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  en  bloc;  and,  without  objection, 
they  are  confinned. 

IN  THE  U.S.  ARMY 

lie  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
cee^d  to  read  sundry  nominations  in  the 
U.S.^my. 

Mr.  ^ANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
make  thK.same  request  for  those  nomi¬ 
nations. 

The  TRENDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  thesjiominations  wiU  be  con¬ 
sidered  en  blo\and,  without  objection, 
they  are  confinned. 

IN  THE  NAVY 

The  assistant  legisRdive  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  read  sundry  \ominations  in 
the  U.S.  Navy. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  Prudent,  same 
request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER>Without 
objection,  the  nominations  will  ^  con¬ 
sidered  en  bloc;  and,  without  obj^tion, 
they  are  confirmed. 
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IN  THE  U.S.  MARINE  CORPS 

le  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceed^  to  read  sundry  nominations  in  the 
U.S.  Marine  Coi-ps. 

Mr.  Mansfield.  Mr.  President,  same 
request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  tn’^  nominations  wiil  be  con¬ 
sidered  en  bloiE^  and,  without  objection, 
they  are  confirmed. 


NOMINATIONS  PLAOED  ON  THE  SEC¬ 
RETARY’S  DESI^IN  THE  AIR 

FORCE,  IN  THE  AflMY,  IN  THE 

MARINE  CORPS 

The  Assistant  Legisl^ve  Clerk. 
Nominations  on  the  Secretary’s  desk  in 
the  Air  Force,  in  the  Army,  ai^d  in  the 
Marine  Corps. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President  same 
r0QLl0St 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Witft<mt 
objection,  the  nominations  will  be  c(^ 
sidered  en  bloc;  and,  without  objectioiL' 
they  are  confirmed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  President  be  immediately  noti 
fied  of  the  confirmation  of  the  nomina 
tions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  President  wiil  be  so  noti¬ 
fied. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Senate  return  to  leg¬ 
islative  session. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  legislative  business. 
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DEPARTMENT  OP  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1969 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  16913)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  Jime  30,  1969,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  with 
the  time  to  be  taken  out  of  the  time 
on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  quorum  call  be  dis¬ 
continued. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  we  now 
go  on  conti’olled  time  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Michigan,  Senator  Hart,  and  other 
Senators. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  837 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Hart].  Under  the  previous  agreement, 
the  time  is  to  be  equally  divided  between 
both  sides,  the  time  being  1  hour  on  each 
amendment. 


The  Senator  from  Michigan  is  recog¬ 
nized.  To  whom  does  he  sdeld  time,  and 
how  much  time? 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes.  _ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  late  yester¬ 
day  after  this  bill  was  laid  before  the 
Senate,  the  able  Senator  from  Florida 
outlined  the  recommendations  before  us, 
following  which  I  offered  the  amendment 
that  is  now  pending. 

At  that  time,  I  made  an  explanation 
suggesting  the  reasons  why  some  of  us  in 
the  Senate  feel  that  restoration  to  the 
budget  recommendation  in  the  foiu:  areas 
covered  by  my  amendment  would  be  very 
desirable. 

I  think  all  of  us  have  had  an  oppor- 
timity,  overnight,  to  read  in  the  Record, 
the  explanation  in  support  of  the  amend¬ 
ment.  During  the  interval,  I  have, 
frankly,  thought  of  no  additional  reasons 
to  suggest  In  support  of  it.  Very  briefly, 
it  proposes  increases  in  four  areas. 

The  first  would  be  in  what  is  known  as 
the  section  H  money.  Here  we  seek  to 
enable  the  poorest  school  districts  and 
the  poorest  schools  in  areas  of  really 
hard  core  poverty  to  have  an  opportunity 
to  give  the  children  in  those  schools  hot 
lunches. 

This  program  was  first  authorized  in 
1962,  but  not  funded  rmtil  fiscal  1966. 
At  that  time,  the  sum  of  $2  million  was 
appropriated.  We  maintained  that  level 
in  1967,  and  increased  the  amount  to  $5 
million  in  1968.  This  year,  the  adminis¬ 
tration  recommendation  in  the  budget 
request  is  an  increase  to  $10  million. 
That  amount  is  refiected  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  now  pending. 

The  House  of  Representatives  has  set 
a  figure  of  $5  million;  and  to  the  great 
credit  of  our  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  as  I  see  it,  they  recommend  a  fig¬ 
ure  of  $7.5  million. 

Of  the  four  areas  which  are  covered  in 
the  amendment  I  have  offered,  this,  I 
think,  is  the  most  critical.  I  feel  that  this 
is  the  attitude  of  school  administrators 
and  those  otherwise  concerned  with  the 
welfare  of  the  children  of  this  country. 
This  program  is  most  important. 

The  second  in  the  order  of  importance 
and  need  is  the  pUot  school  breakfast 
•  program.  This  program  attempts  to  as¬ 
sist  schools  in  providing  hot  breakfasts 
for  children.  As  I  indicated  in  my  re¬ 
marks  yesterday,  reports  are  frequent 
that  children  come  to  school  lethargic, 
having  had  no  morning  meal,  or  certain¬ 
ly  no  hot  meal,  as  a  consequence  of  which 
the  morning  is  wasted  with  a  detri¬ 
mental  effect  on  the  child  as  well  as  on 
others  in  the  classroom. 

This  program  was  first  authorized  in 
1966.  The  first  appropriation,  in  the 
amount  of  $2  million,  was  made  in  1967. 
In  1968,  the  amoimt  was  increased  to 
$3.5  million.  For  fiscal  1969,  the  budget 
request  is  for  $6.5  million.  Our  commit¬ 
tee — and  wisely,  I  believe — has  increased 
the  figure  of  $3.5  million  sent  us  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  $4.5  million. 
My  amendment,  as  it  relates  to  the  pilot 
school  breakfast  program,  would  increase 
that  figiue  to  the  budget  request  of  $6.5 
million,  or  an  increase  of  $2  million. 


Mr.  President,  the  third  and  fourth 
areas  covered  by  this  amendment  relate 
to  what  is  described  as  non-food  assist¬ 
ance.  This  is  a  program  which  attempts 
to  assist  States  which  already  are  mak¬ 
ing  efforts  in  this  area  to  obtain  equip¬ 
ment  for  the  schools.  Tragically,  where 
the  need  of  the  children  is  greatest,  the 
school  plant  is  generally  the  oldest;  it 
was  built  before  the  days  of  hot  lunches, 
when  everyone  went  home  for  limch. 
Generally,  even  though  the  children  in 
those  schools  go  home  for  limch  now, 
most  of  them  do  not  go  home  to  houses 
of  light — or  food,  either.  I  believe  this 
is  a  very  worthwhile  effort  on  the  part 
of  the  Federal  Government.  It  was  first 
authorized  in  1966,  but  in  the  succeeding 
2  years  the  appropriation  has  been  held 
to  a  figure  of  $750,000. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  (Mr. 
Burdick  in  the  chair).  The  Senator’s 
time  has  expired. 

Mr.  HART.  I  yield  myself  5  additional 
minutes. 

That  amount  does  not  buy  very  many 
refrigerators,  food  containers,  or  any¬ 
thing  else,  when  spread  across  50  States. 

The  budget  request  is  for  $6  million. 
My  amendment  would  increase  the 
amount  our  committee  has  recommend¬ 
ed — $2  million — ^to  the  budget  figure. 
The  House  of  Representatives — unhap¬ 
pily,  as  I  see  it — has  retained  the  figure 
of  $750,000. 

The  second  of  the  remaining  two  pro¬ 
grams  would  help  State  school  people  ex¬ 
tend  the  several  programs  we  are  talk¬ 
ing  about  in  this  subject  area,  by  pro¬ 
viding  $2.3  million  for  State  administra¬ 
tive  expense.  We  have  never  funded  in 
this  area,  although  it  was  authorized  in 
1966.  This  provision  would  enable  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  to  be  provided,  and 
would  be  especially  valuable  for  schools 
coming  into  one  or  more  of  these  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  first  time. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  did  yesterday,  I 
again  acknowledge  the  appreciation  of 
those  of  us  who,  over  these  years,  have 
been  especially  interested  in  school  lunch 
programs,  to  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations,  and  particularly  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland].  In  the 
bill  that  our  committee  presents  us,  in 
the  first  three  of  the  areas  I  have  de¬ 
scribed,  the  committee  responds  much 
more  adequately  to  what  I  think  is  an 
obvious  and  serious  need  in  this  country 
than  did  our  colleagues  in  the  House  of 
of  Representatives. 

For  this  we  are  all  grateful,  and  in  a 
sense  embarrassed  at  now  having  to  take 
the  floor  and,  by  implication  at  least, 
suggest  that  the  action  of  our  fellow 
Senators  on  the  committee  was  not  ade¬ 
quate.  Mr.  President,  it  was  infinitely 
better  than  that  of  our  colleagues  at  the 
other  end  of  the  hall,  and  I  think  it  quite 
in  order  that  I  repeat  my  appreciation. 

Mr.  President,  to  summarize,  the  most 
critical  area  is  that  of  section  11  feed¬ 
ing.  The  next  most  critical  area  is  ex¬ 
tending  increased  support  of  the  school 
breakfast  program.  ’The  remaining  two 
items  are  of  real  interest,  and  reflect  a 
response  we  believe  should  be  made  to 
an  established  need  as  we  see  it.  I  hope, 
Mr.  President,  that  the  day  will  soon  be 
at  hand  when  Congress  wili  step  up  to 
an  adequate  level  its  response  to  the 
needs  in  all  of  these  areas. 
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I  have  had  a  visit  this  morning  with 
the  able  Senator  from  Florida,  and  I 
know  he  has  some  reactions  to  my  pro¬ 
posals,  reactions  which  I  would  describe 
as  praiseworthy  and  constructive.  I  an¬ 
ticipate  that  he  will  voice  some  further 
reactions  to  my  remarks. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

I  am  glad  that  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  has  made  it  clear  that  our  com¬ 
mittee  has  gone  considerably  farther 
than  our  colleagues  at  the  other  end  of 
the  hall  in  taking  care  of  these  needs  of 
the  poor  children,  or  the  children  in  im¬ 
poverished  areas,  because  we  have.  My 
own  feeling  is  that  we  have  gone  about 
as  far  as  is  reasonable  under  the  condi¬ 
tions  existing;  and  I  now  recite  what  we 
have  done. 

We  have  raised  the  $5  million  figure 
for  section  11  that  was  contained  in  the 
bill  last  year — and  that  was  reported  in 
the  House  by  its  committee  and  passed 
by  the  House — to  $7.5  million,  which  is 
a  50-percent  increase  for  the  section  11 
p>oor  schools.  The  budget  had  requested 
$10  million. 

I  would  have  no  great  objection  to  the 
granting  of  that  $10  million,  although  I 
have  told  my  distinguished  friend  that 
I  do  not  have  any  great  optimism  about 
this  having  any  practical  bearing  upon 
our  colleagues  at  the  other  end  of  the 
Capitol.  I  have  found  them  quite  indis¬ 
posed  to  step  up  this  program.  I  would 
be  willing,  however,  to  step  up  this  par¬ 
ticular  figure  to  the  entire  budget  re¬ 
quest,  insofar  as  I  am  concerned.  In  dis¬ 
cussing  the  matter  with  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska]  and  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell] — 
who  is  in  a  sense  one  of  the  founders  of 
this  whole  school  lunch  program — I  find 
that  they  are  in  accord  with  me  that  we 
could  do  this  provided  the  Senate  agreed 
to  accept  the  amoimt  of  $10  million  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  will  yield  in  just  a 
moment. 

We  could  do  the  same  thing  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  suggested  increase  in  the 
special  pilot  breakfast  program  in  which 
we  have  already  increased  the  action  of 
the  other  body  and  the  action  of  last  year 
from  $3.5  million  to  $4.5  million,  as  re¬ 
ported  and  recommended  by  our  commit¬ 
tee.  We  would  be  willing  to  take  that  to 
the  full  budget  amount  of  $6.5  million. 
But  again,  it  would  be  without  any  great 
optimism  as  to  what  the  result  will  be  in 
conference. 

I  want  to  make  it  very  clear  that  if  the 
Senate  accepts  the  amendment,  as  far  as 
I  am  concerned,  I  am  willing  to  stand 
for  it  in  conference,  and  I  am  sure  that 
is  true  with  respect  to  the  remainder  of 
the  committee. 

As  to  the  other  items,  I  do  not  think 
it  would  be  practical  this  year. 

We  have  already  stepped  up  the 
amount  with  respect  to  nonfood  assist¬ 
ance,  which  provides  refrigerators,  kitch¬ 
en  utensils,  and  other  equipment  of  that 
type,  from  $750,000  as  provided  in  last 
year’s  appropriation,  and  the  same  level 
approved  this  year  by  the  House,  to  $2 


million,  which  is  an  Increase  of  nearly 
three  times.  We  think  that  is  as  much 
as  could  be  expected  in  any  one  year. 

I  hope  that  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
will  not  insist  on  any  Increase  of  that 
amount.  If  he  did,  I  would  have  to  oppose 
it. 

Likewise,  on  the  item  for  aiding  States 
in  their  administrative  expense,  which  as 
I  recall  was  $2,300,000  in  the  budget,  we 
have  not  only  run  into  adamant  opposi¬ 
tion  at  the  other  end  of  the  Capitol  on 
this,  but  also  many  members  of  our  own 
committee,  of  whom  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  is  one,  feel  that  this  is  a 
very  unfortunate  provision  because,  in 
the  first  place,  it  is  a  very  small  item 
spread  out  over  a  great  many  States  and, 
in  the  next  place,  it  establishes  a  prece¬ 
dent  of  our  supplying  Federal  funds  to  do 
something  that  certainly  the  States  in 
which  the  schools  are  located  are  well 
able  to  do  for  themselves. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  jdeld 
myself  an  additional  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida-  is  recognized  for  an 
additional  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  hope,  therefore,  that 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  will  not  in¬ 
sist  on  any  restoration  in  that  particular 
field. 

So  far  as  the  Senator  from  Florida  is 
concerned,  if  the  amendment  can  be  con¬ 
fined  to  the  first  two  items  and  if  it  can 
be  confined  to  the  reestablishment  of  the 
budgeted  amounts  on  those  two  items, 
the  Senator  from  Florida  would  be  will¬ 
ing  to  recommend  to  the  committee  and 
to  the  Senate  that  the  amendment  be  ac¬ 
cepted  and  taken  to  conference  subject 
to  the  understanding  that  the  Senator 
from  Florida  will  strongly  insist  upon  the 
adoption  of  the  amendment  In  confer¬ 
ence,  but  without  too  great  optimism  as 
to  the  final  success  in  that  amount. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  -will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Maine. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Florida. 
I  interrupted  him  when  I  did  bcause  I 
will  be  conducting  a  one-man  hearing 
in  5  minutes,  and  I  think  I  ought  to  be 
there  because  the  -witnesses  have  come. 

First  of  all,  I  appreciate  very  much  the 
sensiti-vity  which  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  and  his  committee  have  shown  to 
this  problem  In  the  bill  which  they  have 
reported  to  the  fioor. 

I  listened  last  night  to  the  colloquy 
between  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Florida  and  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Michigan,  and  I  concur  whole- 
heaidedly  in  the  sentiments  expressed 
by  the  Senator  from  Michigan  on  that 
score.  And  this  is  an  especially  sensitive 
problem  at  this  time.  We  are  aware  of 
that  because  of  the  events  occurring  in 
this  city.  But  I  think  that  also  across  the 
country  there  is  a  wave  of  concern  about 
the  problem  of  hungry  children  and 
hungry  people  generally.  I  think  we  need 
to  show  all  possible  sensitivity  to  the 
problem  at  this  moment. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Florida  in 
his  action  this  morning  toward  the 


amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan — which  I  was  happy  to  sponsor 
along  with  other  Senators — is  re-veallng 
that  sensitivity.  I  think  the  compromise 
which  is  being  worked  out  here  refiects 
the  Senator’s  concern  over  the  practical 
legislative  problem  which  the  Senator 
has  Indicated. 

Before  I  rushed  off  to  the  hearing,  I 
wanted  to  indicate  my  feeling  in  respect 
to  the  trend  of  events  that  are  occurring. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Maine  for  his  gracious 
remarks,  and  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  for  his  gracious  remarks. 

There  is  apparently  one  of  our 
brethren  who  does  not  understand  this 
situation  as  it  is  imderstood  by  all  of 
us  who  are  here  this  morning.  I  note  in 
the  Congressional  Record  of  several 
days  ago  a  statement  made  by  one  of  our 
Senators  to  the  effect  that  the  lunches 
for  1  million  children  were  involved  in 
this  item.  The  Senators  know  that  is  not 
the  case  at  all. 

The  Federal  Government  is  itself  the 
cost  carrier  of  these  new  programs. 
These  are  not  programs  like  the  regular 
school  lunch  program  in  which  the  State 
and  local  governments  have  to  carry  the 
major  portion  of  the  cost  and  in  which 
the  Federal  Government  carries  only  4.5 
percent  of  the  cost  of  the  lunch. 

This  is  a  new  experimental  program 
of  the  Federal  Government  in  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  do  something  for  children  who 
are  getting  nothing  at  all  and  who  prob¬ 
ably  need  the  lunches  worse  than  any 
other  group  on  the  average  that  could 
be  found.  And  it  is  only  a  few  thousand 
lunches  we  are  talking  about — ^whlch  is 
enough  for  us  aU  to  be  concerned  about — 
rather  than  a  million  lunches  as  was  so 
generously  mentioned  by  our  brother 
who  apparently  did  not  understand  the 
scope  of  the  problem  at  all. 

These  two  suggested  increases  have  to 
do  with  programs  entirely  financed  by 
the  Federal  Government,  entirely  di¬ 
rected  to  the  bringing  of  some  very  poor 
children  into  the  limch  program,  partly 
for  school  lunches  and  partly  for  pilot 
breakfast  lunches,  and  wholly  at  Fed¬ 
eral  cost.  I  want  the  Record  to  show 
that. 

If  there  is  any  disposition  to  amend 
the  amendment  as  I  have  suggested,  I 
am  told  by  the  other  side  of  the  aisle, 
so  ably  represented  by  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska],  that  he  would 
have  no  objection  to  that  course.  And  I 
am  told  by  the  grandfather  of  the  school 
lunch  program,  the  able  senior  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  that  he 
would  have  no  objection  to  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  - 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  an  additional  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  is  recognized  for 
an  additional  2  minutes. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  am  very 
pleased  with  the  agreement  that  has 
been  made  concerning  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Michigan.  Several 
years  ago  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hart]  and  I  introduced  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  provide  the  first  funds  for  sec- 
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tion  11,  and  made  some  progress  at  that 
time.  A  similar  objective  has  been  at¬ 
tained  today. 

I  am  familiar  with  the  problem  not 
only  because  of  its  application  in  Ken¬ 
tucky,  and  particularly  the  eastern  part 
of  Kentucky. 

I  am  glad  to  say  that  the  school  limch 
program  in  Kentucky  reaches  over  60 
percent  of  the  children — the  sixth  high¬ 
est  percentage  of  any  State.  It  has  been 
an  effective  program  in  Kentucky.  It  is 
larger  in  scope  than  the  programs  of 
almost  all  the  metropolitan  States,  in¬ 
cluding  the  State  of  New  York.  But  there 
is  a  problem  for  those  people  who  are 
the  least  able  to  pay,  with  three  or  four 
or  more  children,  who  cannot  meet  even 
the  charges  that  are  required.  The  un¬ 
fortunate  result  has  been  that  those  who 
are  the  neediest  have  been  deprived  at 
times  of  the  lunch.  I  must  say  that  I  am 
very  happy  about  this  amendment. 

I  know  the  tremendous  labors  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  in 
this  field  because  I  had  the  honor  of  serv¬ 
ing  with  him  on  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture.  I  appreciate  very  much  his  ac¬ 
tion,  and  that  of  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska],  upon  this 
amendment,  in  which  I  join,  and  which 
has  been  sponsored  by  the  humane  and 
able  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart]. 

Mr.  President,  while  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  is  now  before 
the  Senate,  I  would  like  to  comment  also 
on  several  other  provisions  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  before  the  Senate,  H.R.  16913, 
provides  funds  to  carry  out  during  fiscal 
1969  the  fann  programs  and  the  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
During  my  service  in  the  Senate,  I  have 
supported  the  programs  important  to 
farm  families,  and  while  I  no  longer  serve 
as  a  member  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  of  course,  Kentucky  is  large¬ 
ly  a  rural  State  and  my  interest  in  agri¬ 
culture  continues. 

I  realize  the  debate  is  proceeding  under 
a  limitation  of  time,  but  I  would  like  to 
touch  briefly  on  certain  items  in  this  ap¬ 
propriations  bill. 

First,  I  know  that  rural  electric  coop¬ 
eratives  and  members  of  individual 
REA’S  have  been  deeply  concerned  that 
the  amount  for  rural  electrification  loans 
recommended  by  the  budget  and  ap¬ 
proved  for  the  House  of  Representatives, 
be  maintained  by  the  Senate.  I  have 
found  the  leadership  provided  by  the 
rural  electric  cooperatives  in  Kentucky 
to  be  responsible,  and  they  recognize  the 
importance  of  fiscal  restraint  at  this 
time.  But  they  know  also  that  the  ability 
of  the  rural  systems  to  provide  and  main¬ 
tain  proper  service  must  be  maintained. 
The  action  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Appropriations  recommends  an  increase 
of  $25  million  over  the  $304  million  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  House,  and  I  believe  this  to 
be  helpful  and  prudent. 

Second,  I  have  called  attention  each 
year  to  the  good  work  of  the  county 
agents  and  the  home  demonstration 
agents  through  the  Extension  Service.  I 
recall  that  last  year  the  Congress  author¬ 
ized  a  salary  increase  for  extension  work¬ 
ers,  in  line  with  that  provided  to  Federal 
employees,  but  understand  that  the 


salary  increase  could  not  be  made  be¬ 
cause  of  the  subsequent  reduction  of  ap¬ 
propriations  by  the  Congress.  I  had  been 
in  touch  with  the  director  of  the  Exten¬ 
sion  Service  in  Kentucky,  Dr.  Schneider, 
and  others  who  expressed  concern  that 
over  the  last  2  or  3  years  salaries  for  ex¬ 
tension  workers  have  been  falling  behind 
comparable  employment.  I  am  pleased 
that  the  committee  has  given  attention 
to  this  matter.  The  Senate  bill  provides 
an  addition  of  $3,385,000  to  the  amount 
approved  by  the  House,  restoring  the 
budget  request,  and  I  call  attention  to  the 
statement  in  the  committee  report  that — 

The  Committee  expects  the  use  of  these 
additional  funds  to  be  directed  to  the  ad¬ 
justment  of  salaries  for  county  extension 
workers,  where  necessary,  to  provide  in¬ 
creases  for  these  workers  comparable  to  those 
received  by  Federal  employees  pursuant  to 
Public  Law  90-206. 

The  third  point  which  I  had  raised  in 
my  communication  with  the  chairman 
of  the  Agricultural  Appropriations  Sub¬ 
committee,  the  able  senior  Senator  from 
Florida,  concerned  appropriations  for 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service.  As  I  had 
told  Senator  Holland,  I  received  a  great 
many  letters  earlier  this  year  from  su¬ 
pervisors  of  soil  conservation  districts 
and  others  who  were  concerned  about 
maintaining  the  level  of  appropriations 
and  continuing  the  good  work  of  the 
SCS  in  providing  technical  assistance  to 
farmers,  for  watershed  planning,  for  the 
construction  of  small  watershed  proj¬ 
ects — and  urging  also  that  the  authori¬ 
zation  for  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  not  be  sharply  reduced  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  budget.  While  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  maintained  the  amounts  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  House  for  conservation 
operations  and  for  watershed  planning, 
which  were  approximately  the  same  as 
the  budget  estimates,  I  note  that  the  bill 
passed  by  the  House  increased  from  $33 
million  to  $56  million  the  amount  for 
installing  small  watershed  works  of  im¬ 
provement.  The  Senate  committee  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  $58  million,  together 
with  a  carryover  of  $5.7  million,  would 
make  available  $63.6  million  during  fiscal 
1969  to  continue  the  construction  of 
small  watershed  projects.  This  has  been 
a  very  helpful  and  useful  program,  but 
construction  of  planned  projects  has  al¬ 
ready  been  stretched  out  in  previous 
years.  I  consider  it  important  that  these 
projects  be  completed  in  a  reasonable 
time,  and  that  the  backlog  of  approved 
projects  not  become  so  large  as  to  dis¬ 
courage  local  interest  and  participation 
In  these  upstream  conservation  measures. 

In  each  recent  year,  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  has  proposed  to  cut  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program  by  approxi¬ 
mately  one-half,  but  each  year  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  restored  funds  for  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program.  Of  all  the 
faim  programs,  I  believe  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  helps  more  small 
farmers  than  any  other.  It  is  limited  in 
the  amount  of  assistance  that  can  be 
provided  to  any  farmer,  but  it  does  en¬ 
courage  measures  which  conserve  and 
build  the  soil  for  future  generations.  In 
Kentucky,  I  know  that  more  than  40,000 
farms  participate  in  the  program  each 
year,  and  while  the  average  payment 
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amounts  to  only  about  $160  per  farm,  I 
believe  this  program  has  played  a  large 
part  in  improving  practices  and  prevent¬ 
ing  erosion — apparent  to  anyone  who 
travels  regularly  about  over  the  State,  as 
I  do.  The  committee  has  provided  $195.5 
million  for  the  agricultural  conservation 
program,  somewhat  less  than  the  au¬ 
thorization  for  last  year  and  the  amount 
approved  by  the  House  this  year.  But 
an  amendment  is  now  pending  in  the 
Senate  to  reduce  that  amount  by  $95.5 
million — ^to  reduce  it  to  $100  million,  or 
less  than  half  the  level  of  recent  years. 

I  have  opposed  these  amendments  each 
year  to  so  drastically  reduce  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program. 

I  call  attention  also  to  the  action  of 
the  committee  increasing  from  $15  mil¬ 
lion  to  $30  million  the  authority  for  the 
rural  housing  direct  loan  program.  The 
amount  is  provided  especially  for  low-' 
income-housing  loans  to  individuals,  but 
includes  also  $2  million  for  natural  dis¬ 
aster  housing  loans.  The  direct-loan  pro¬ 
gram  is  of  particular  interest  in  eastern 
Kentucky,  and  Kentucky  is  among  the 
States  struck  recently  by  tornados,  such 
as  those  at  Falmouth  and  in  Bracken 
Coimty.  The  Senate  bill  also  maintains 
the  House  amount  for  rural  water  and 
waste  disposal  grants. 

I  support,  as  I  have  in  the  past  the 
school  lunch  and  special  milk  programs, 
and  the  food  stamp  and  food  distribution 
programs.  Eai'lier  this  year,  on  April  11, 
during  the  Senate  debate  on  the  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  School  Lunch  Act,  I  called 
attention  to  the  importance  of  section 

II  of  that  Act,  which  provides  reduced 
price  and  free  lunches  to  children  not 
able  to  pay.  I  said  at  that  time  that  I 
considered  it  most  important  that  sec¬ 
tion  11  funds  be  reaUstically  increased — 
for  I  can  think  of  nothing  that  would  do 
more  good  than  to  insm-e  at  least  one 
sound  meal  a  day  for  these  children  in 
isolated  and  deprived  rural  areas,  and 
also  in  the  deprived  areas  of  our  central 
cities. 

Since  that  time,  much  attention  has 
been  directed  to  the  food  programs  for 
those  who  are  unemployed  and  who  have 
little  or  no  income.  I  have  urged  that 
greater  priority  be  given  to  the  adequate 
funding  of  section  11,  which  is  an  exist¬ 
ing  and  proven  program.  I  am  pleased 
that  the  committee  has  recognized  the 
value  of  this  program  by  increasing  the 
House  amount  frem  $5  million  to  $7.5 
million.  And  I  am  glad  to  join  with  Sen¬ 
ator  Hart  in  his  amendment  to  increase 
fiscal  1969  funds  for  the  reduced  price 
and  free  lunches  to  the  budget  request 
of  $10  million.  While  it  may  be  consid¬ 
ered  a  modest  step,  this  would  be  an  ad¬ 
vance  and  would  bring  food  to  children 
who  need  it  most. 

There  is  great  interest  in  improving 
the  operation  of  the  food  stamp  and  food 
distribution  program.  I  think  improve¬ 
ments  can  be  made,  as  I  have  discussed 
with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  But 
one  of  the  best  things  would  be  to  insure 
that  children  in  these  families  get  the 
school  limch. 

It  seems  to  me  an  anomoly  that  many 
families  having  little  or  no  income,  and 
therefore  eligible  for  the  food  stamp  or 
food  distribution  program,  are  in  many 
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cases  asked  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the 
regular  school  lunch.  Again  and  again 
statements  have  been  made,  in  testimony 
before  House  and  Senate  committees 
and  elsewhere,  that  often  they  can¬ 
not  do  so.  It  would  seem  to  me  a  logical 
step  to  at  least  insure  that,  with  respect 
to  each  of  these  families  declared  eligible 
for  the  food  programs,  the  children  who 
are  in  school  be  made  eligible  for  the  re¬ 
duced  price  lunches. 

I  hope  very  much  that  the  Department 
of  Agiiculture  will  take  steps  to  see  that 
this  is  done,  and  that  the  interested  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  will 
ask  for  a  survey  and  report  on  how  this 
can  be  accomplished,  and  what  level  of 
appropriations  may  be  needed  to  carry 
out  such  a  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  wish  to  commend 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  , 
the  ranking  Republican  member  of  the 
subcommittee.  Senator  Young  of  North 
Dakota,  and  the  other  members  of  the 
committee  for  their  work  on  this  bill, 
which  is  important  to  farm  families  in 
Kentucky  and  throughout  the  Nation, 
and  to  the  economy  of  rural  America. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  additional  minutes. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
for  his  kind  remarks,  and  I  apply  them 
not  only'  to  the  Senator  from  Florida 
but  also  to  all  members  of  our  committee. 

I  want  to  make  it  very  clear,  also,  that 
there  are  literally  thousands  and  thou¬ 
sands  of  children  who  are  not  able  to 
pay  for  lunches  and  who  are  getting  free 
lunches  under  the  regular  school  lunch 
program. 

It  is  true  that  in  every  area  where  the 
children  are  not  able  to  pay,  they  are 
supposed  to  be  taken  care  of,  and  many 
thousands  of  them  are.  The  problem 
arises  in  the  extremely  poor  districts, 
where  the  number  of  children  who  can¬ 
not  pay  is  so  great  in  proportion  to 
others  in  which  no  program  has  been 
set  up.  It  is  in  such  a  situation  that  these 
two  special  programs  would  apply. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  thanks  have 
been  voiced  several  times  to  Senator 
Holland,  Senator  Hruska,  and  Senator 
Russell  for  their  reaction  to  the  pro¬ 
posal  that  was  laid  down  last  night. 

May  I  just  interject  that  I  had  the 
privilege  of  being  a  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agricultm’e  and  Forestry  for 
a  few  years  at  a  time  when  Senator 
Cooper  was  a  member.  It  was  then,  ac¬ 
tually,  that  the  section  11  idea  was  de¬ 
veloped,  and  I  am  proud  to  say  that  we 
worked  at  it  together;  and  it  is  nice  to 
see  that  the  program,  when  given  an  op¬ 
portunity,  has  demonstrated  great  value. 

Mr.  President,  may  I  then  offer  an 
amendment  which  will  reflect  the  recom¬ 
mendation  made  by  the  Senator  from 
Florida. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the 
Senator  modifying  his  amendment? 

Mr.  HART.  I  am  modifying  it  to  this 
extent:  We  will  propose  that  we  adopt 
the  budget  request  in  the  area  of  section 

II  and  the  pilot  school  breakfast  lunch, 
and  those  two  figures  only. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  so  modified. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  is  as 
follows: 


On  page  18,  lines  19-21:  Strike  out  “$173,- 
349,000  including  $7,600,000  for  special  as¬ 
sistance  to  needy  schools,  $4,500,000  for  the 
pilot  school  breakfast  program,”  and  Insert 
the  following:  “$177,849,000  Including  $10,- 
000,000  for  special  assistance  to  needy  schools 
and  $6,500,000  for  the  pilot  school  breakfast 
program.” 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
no  objection  to  the  amendment  as  modi¬ 
fied,  and  I  am  able  to  speak,  also  for  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Nebraska. 
We  will  be  glad  to  take  this  item  to  con¬ 
ference,  in  the  hope  that  it  will  prevail 
there. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point  excerpts  justifying  the 


The  Department  believes  that  the  4.5^ 
Federal  cash  contribution  is  adequate.  In 
any  case,  it  should  not  be  increased  at  the 
expense  of  the  more^  pressing  needs  of  the 
special  cash  assistance,  pilot  breakfast,  non¬ 
food  assistance  and  the  other  programs  in 
this  appropriation  for  which  the  budget  esti¬ 
mates  were  reduced  by  the  House. 

(b)  The  Department  recommends  restora¬ 
tion  of  the  reduction  of  $5,000,000  made  hy 
the  House  for  Special  cash  assistance  to  needy 
schools.  The  House  action  in  reducing  this 
request  would  substantially  reduce  the  pro¬ 
gressive  expansion  proposed  for  this  program 
in  1969. 

The  most  urgent  need  for  free  or  reduced- 
price  lunches  is  concentrated  in  about  10,000 
schools  (less  than  10  percent  of  the  over 
100,000  schools  in  the  U.S.)  located  in  both 
urban  and  rural  areas.  About  1.4  million 
children  attending  these  schools  cannot  af¬ 
ford  the  price  of  a  lunch.  In  these  situations, 
the  amount  of  cash  assistance  that  can  be 
provided  under  the  regular  lunch  program, 
together  with  the  limited  resources  the  com¬ 
munity  can  provide,  is  not  sufficient  to 
finance  the  cost  of  serving  lunches  to  these 
children.  Section  11  is  specifically  designed 
to  provide  special  funds  for  these  areas  and 
schools  where  needy  children  are  not  now 
being  reached. 

The  following  table  reflects  program  par¬ 
ticipation  for  1967-1969  (1967  was  the  first 
full  year  of  operation  for  the  program) : 


Item 

1967 

actual 

1968 

estimate 

1969 

estimate 

Number  of  schools . 

610 

1,750 

2,250 

Number  of  lunches  served 
(millions) . . 

15.5 

40 

80 

Federal  cash  contribution 
(millions) _ 

$1.9 

$5 

$10 

Average  Federal  contribu¬ 
tion  per  lunch  (cents) - 

12.6 

12.5 

12.5 

The  Department  is  considering  natiorial 
guidelines  to  help  States  and  communities 
decide  which  children  are  entitled  to  free  or 
reduced-price  lunches.  Determination  of 
need  is  presently  done  by  local  school  offi¬ 
cials,  and  definitions  of  “needy  children” 
vary  from  school  district  to  school  district, 
and  sometimes  among  schools  within  dis¬ 
tricts. 

(c)  The  Department  recommends  restora¬ 
tion  of  the  reduction  of  $3,000,000  for  the 
pilot  School  breakfast  program.  Under  the 
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amounts,  as  contained  on  pages  162  and 
164  of  the  Senate  hearings. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows; 

JUSTirlCATION  OF  AMENDMENTS  BY  THE 
DEPARTMENT 

(a)  The  Department  recommends  that  the 
amount  provided  by  the  House  for  cash  pay¬ 
ments  to  States  be  reduced  $14,351,000,  to 
restore  the  budget  estimate. 

The  amount  budgeted  for  cash  payments 
to  States  will  provide  for  a  Federal  cash  con¬ 
tribution  of  about  4.5^.  It  is  expected  that 
3.5  billion  lunches  will  be  served  in  1969 — 
a  growth  of  about  5  percent. 

The  following  table  reflects  for  1966-1969 
the  average  Federal  contribution  jjer  lunch 
from  the  direct  appropriation: 


House  action  135,000  children  could  not  be 
provided  an  adequate  breakfast. 

There  is  no  question  but  that  thousands  of 
children  arrive  at  school  hungry  and  this 
inevitably  affects  their  span  of  attention  and 
conduct.  In  very  poor  farnllies  there  may  be 
little  or  no  breakfast.  In  rural  areas,  children 
frequently  ride  the  bus  for  as  much  as  an 
hour  or  more  and  then  stand  around  and 
wait  for  school  to  start.  These  children  leave 
home  early  and  time  often  does  not  allow  for 
adequate  breakfast.  They  may  wait  6  or  more 
hours  for  limch.  In  urban  areas,  thousands 
of  children  are  in  families  where  the  mother, 
or  both  parents,  must  leave  for  work  long 
before  the  children  leave  for  school.  Break¬ 
fast  tends  to  be  a  neglected  meal. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Montoya],  who  is  necessarily  absent,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  a  statement  prepared  by 
him  and  a  letter  and  excerpts  from  cer¬ 
tain  testimony. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Montoya 

Mr.  President,  once  again,  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Michigan,  Senator 
Hart,  has  taken  the  initiative  in  an  effort 
to  provide  adequate  funding  for  food  pro¬ 
grams  for  our  nation’s  school  children. 

I  am  pleased  to  join  him  in  this  effort  to 
increase  the  appropriation  for  the  National 
School  Lunch  Program  from  the  recom¬ 
mended  $173,349,000  by  the  Senate  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  to  $18^,149,000.  Even 
this  latter  amount  is  a  modest  one  and  below 
the  Administration’s  request. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  mean  any  criticism 
of  Senator  Holland,  Chairman  of  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Appropriations  Subcommittee  nor  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee  itself.  I  recog¬ 
nize  that  the  Committee  has  been  under 
tremendous  pressure  to  trim  all  budget  re¬ 
quests  and  that  the  cuts  recommended  in 
the  School  Lunch  Program  reflect  this  pres¬ 
sure.  However,  I  believe  that  we  are  dealing 
with  an  exception  here — one  that  we  can¬ 
not  afford  to  trim.  That  is,  the  feeding  of 
undernourished  children,  many  of  whom 
would  not  get  even  one  full  meal  a  day  were 
it  not  for  the  National  School  Lunch  Pro¬ 
gram. 

I,  therefore,  urge  adoption  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  by  Senator  Hart. 


1 

Item 

Fiscal  year 
1966 
(actual) 

Fiscal  year 
1967 
(actual) 

Fiscal  year 
1968 

(estimate) 

Fiscal  year 
1969 

(estimate) 

Number  of  schools  (peak  participation)... . . 

Number  of  schoolchildren  (peak  thousands) . . . 

Number  of  lunches  served  (millions) . . 

Federal  cash  contribution  (millions) . . . 

Average  Federal  contribution  per  lunch  (cents) - 

_  71,162 

.  18, 040 

3,093 

. . .  $139. 1 

4.5 

72, 944 
18, 456 
3,147 
$147.7 
4.7 

73, 500 
19,600 
3,336 
$155.0 
4.6 

74, 000 
20, 200 
3,  503 
$157. 1 
4.5 
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Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  a  letter  I  received  this  morning  from 
the  New  Mexico  Superintendent  of  Public  In¬ 
struction  be  inserted  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  as  well  as  the  pertinent  portions  of 
my  testimony  before  the  U.S.  Senate  Appro¬ 
priations  Subcommittee  on  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies  in  sup¬ 
port  of  full  funding  for  the  National  School 
Lunch  Program. 


State  of  New  Mexico, 
Department  of  Education, 

Santa  Fe,  May  27,  1968. 
Hon.  Joseph  M.  Montoya, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Joe:  I  imderstand  that  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  has  approved  the  budget  for  Fis¬ 
cal  Year  1969  for  the  School  Lunch  and  Child 
Nutrition  without  a  recommendation  for 
funding  Section  7  (State  Administrative  Ex- 
I>enses)  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act. 

The  New  Mexico  Department  of  Education 
would  object  to  signing  an  agreement  to  ad¬ 
minister  the  increasing  number  of  child  feed¬ 
ing  program  created  by  the  Congress  without 
monies  for  their  administration.  I  strongly 
urge  that  Section  XI  of  the  School  Lunch  Act, 
as  well  as  the  Breakfast  Program  anc.  the 
Non-Pood  Assistance  Program  of  the  Child 
Nutrition  Act  be  funded  at  the  full  amount 
of  the  Executive  Budget  proposal. 

If  the  above  programs  are  to  reach  the 
maximum  number  of  children  it  is  impera¬ 
tive  that  funds  for  administrative  personnel 
also  be  made  available. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Leonard  J.  DeLayo, 
Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction. 

Excerpts  Prom  Testimony 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  I  am  pleased  to  appear  before 
you  again  to  testify  in  supjiort  of  funds  for 
programs  administered  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  in  New  Mexico.  Today  I  would 
like  to  endorse  particularly  the  President’s 
recommendations  for  funding  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  food  programs  for  children  and  low- 
income  families. 

We  have  a  real  nutrition  problem  in  this 
country — ^the  scope  of  it  was  outlined  in 
the  Department’s  recent  report  on  the  ade¬ 
quacy  of  the  American  diet  as  found  in  the 
1965  survey  on  food  consumption  by  house¬ 
holds.  The  survey  revealed  considerable  slip¬ 
page  from  the  levels  of  the  earlier  survey  of 
ten  years  ago.  We  have  simply  got  to  make 
a  concerted  effort  to  reduce  this  trend. 

Secretary  Freeman  moved  immediately  to 
direct  an  expanded  nutrition  education  pro¬ 
gram  by  the  Department  with  priority  atten¬ 
tion  to  children  and  young  families,  low- 
income  families,  the  aged  and  the  general 
population.  There  are  other  measures  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Secretary  but  here,  today,  we 
have  an  opportunity  to  help  in  this  effort  by 
voting  the  funds  requested  to  support  the 
legislation  we  have  written  over  the  years. 

The  President  has  requested  an  increase  in 
funds  for  the  National  School  Lunch  Pro¬ 
gram.  He  should  have  it.  He  has  asked  that 
Section  11 — the  special  assistance  phase  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Program — be  in¬ 
creased  to  $10  million  from  the  $5  million 
we  approved  last  year.  I  am  told  that  $30-$35 
million  would  be  required  to  meet  the  full 
need  for  this  assistance.  You  may  recall  that 
when  we  first  added  Section  11  to  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act  in  1962,  we  author¬ 
ized  a  $10  million  appropriation.  Section  11 
in  itself  recognized  the  difficulty  faced  by 
many  low-income  area  schools  where  local 
resources  and  limited  Federal  assistance  just 
weren’t  enough  to  begin  and  maintain  a 
lunch  program.  We  knew  then  that  many 
schools  weren’t  In  the  lunch  program  simply 
because  they  couldn’t  afford  it.  Many  others 
were  not  meeting  the  National  School  Lunch 


Act  requirement  that  free  or  reduced  price 
meals  be  served  to  those  who  cannot  pay  the 
full  price. 

Hundreds  of  schools  and  thousands  of 
children  are  in  the  lunch  program  this  year 
because  that  extra  financial  help  made  a 
viable  lunch  program  possible.  The  need 
still  remains  great  in  small  rural  schools  and 
downtown  elementary  schools.  Millions  of 
dallars  of  assistance  under  the  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education  Act  have  been 
sp)ent  to  feed  children  in  lunch  and  break¬ 
fast  programs.  Local  officials  felt  that  food 
service  was  a  top  priority  need  for  their 
youngsters.  With  adequate  funding  of  the 
programs  imder  discussion  today.  Educa¬ 
tion  Act  funds  can  be  directed  where  they 
were  really  intended — to  strengthening  local 
schools  and  Improving  their  educational  ca¬ 
pabilities. 

I  urge  full  fimding  of  the  school  break¬ 
fast  program  at  the  recommended  $6.5  mil¬ 
lion — an  increase  of  $3.0  million  over  this 
year.  The  other  body  recently  passed  H.R. 
15398,  providing,  among  other  things,  for 
permanent  authorization  for  the  two-year 
pilot  breakfast  program.  I  introduced  in  the 
Senate,  a  similar  measure,  S.  2871,  in  which 
I  was  joined  by  26  co-sponsors.  House  action 
on  the  bill  was  unanimous — 398  to  0.  Equally 
unanimous  was  the  opinion  from  coast-to- 
coast  of  the  benefits  of  the  breakfast  pro¬ 
gram  to  children  participating. 

We  opened  several  breakfast  programs  in 
Albuquerque  schools  a  few  weeks  ago.  One 
newspaper  account  had  this  to  say  in  part: 

“The  first  grader’s  cheeks  were  as  red  from 
what  had  obviously  been  a  good  scrubbing 
with  a  bath  cloth  as  they  were  from  the  nip 
of  cold  air  outside. 

“Dressed  in  neat  brown  corduroy  pants, 
scuffed  sneakers  and  plaid  sport  shirt,  he 
waited  solemnly  for  his  yellow  plastic  tray 
in  the  cafeteria  line. 

“On  the  plastic  tray  was  a  carton  of  milk, 
a  glass  of  orange  juice,  a  hot  buttered-  roll, 
jelly  and  a  steamy  bowl  of  hot  oatmeal . 

“The  youngsters — ^those  who  can  afford 
it — ^pay  a  dime  for  the  breakfast. 

“The  ones  who  can’t — selected  by  the  prin¬ 
cipal  of  each  school — eat  for  free.’’ 

Mrs.  Irvin  Henreyson,  of  Albuquerque,  who 
is  President  of  the  National  Congress  of 
Parent  Teacher  Associations,  was  present 
and  said,  “We  feel  that  adequately  fed  chil¬ 
dren  learn  better,  adjust  better  and  have 
fewer  problems  than  those  who  have  a  poor 
nutrition.’’ 

This  year  we  appropriated  only  $750,000 
for  non-food  assistance — equipment  assist¬ 
ance  for  schools.  For  1969,  the  request  is  for 
$6  million — and  it  should  be  honored.  Lack 
of  equipment  and  the  money  to  buy  it  is  in¬ 
hibiting  program  growth  in  many  areas.  ’The 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  State 
educational  agencies  have  devised  a  variety 
of  ways  of  meeting  and  overcoming  the 
equipment  and  space  obstacles  to  school  food 
service.  Some  situations  are  more  difficult 
than  others  but  there  is  every  indication  the 
money  has  been  used  prudently  and 
carefully. 

We  have  asked  a  great  deal  of  our  State 
school  lunch  staffs  in  adding  these  new 
responsibilities — Section  11,  the  breakfast 
and  equipment  programs.  We  recognized 
this,  too,  in  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  by 
authorizing  some  help  to  the  States  in  ad¬ 
ministering  these  new  features.  But  we  ap¬ 
propriated  no  funds.  The  request  for  the 
next  fiscal  year  Is  for  $2.3  million  and,  I 
believe,  in  all  good  conscience,  we  should 
provide  these  funds.  State  school  lunch 
staffs  are  small.  In  terms  of  numbers  and 
salaries,  they  are  in  competition  with  all  the 
unmet  needs  of  others  on  the  State  educa¬ 
tional  staffs  who  have  also  had  greatly  in¬ 
creased  responsibilities  put  on  them  in  the 
last  few  years.  The  big  difference  is  that  we 
have  provided  help  for  State  administrative 
costs  in  the  education  acts  but  not  for  the 


food  service  programs.  The  implementation 
of  sp>ecial  assistance,  breakfast  and  equip¬ 
ment  programs  is  time-consuming  and  cost¬ 
ly.  On-site  help  must  be  provided.  You  can’t 
sit  in  the  State  capitop  and  handle  the 
tough  ones  by  correspondence.  You  have  to 
get  out  there  and  helji  the  school  put  a 
package  together.  The  money  requested, 
when  distributed  nation-wide,  will  not  build 
State  school  lunch  empires.  It  will  help  ease 
the  impact  of  increasing  responsibilities.  The 
Director  of  our  New  Mexico  School  Lunch 
Program  has  repeatedly  emphasized  to  me 
tliat  there  simply  are  not  enough  man-hours 
available  to  meet  the  needs  of  all  our  needy 
children.  For  example,  the  State  has  turned 
back  $40,000  of  $56,158  in  school  breakfast 
money  in  fiscal  year  1968  because  of  lack  of 
funds  for  qualified  piersonnel  to  administer 
the  program. 

I  also  want  to  endorse  the  continuing  re¬ 
quest  for  $104  million  for  the  special  milk 
program.  It  remains  a  valuable  supplement 
in  our  efforts  to  improve  child  nutrition  but 
it  is  no  substitute  for  a  complete  meal — 
lunch  or  breakfast. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President, 
10  million  Americans,  mostly  children, 
suffer  from  hunger  and  malnutrition. 
Too  many  American  youngsters  bom  to 
poverty  stricken  families  are  the  victims 
of  dietary  deficiencies  that  affect  their 
normal  mental  development  as  well  as 
their  physcial  development.  They  are 
condemned  from  childhood  to  a  lifetime 
of  second-class  citizenship.  This  is  a 
continuing  national  disaster  and  must 
not  be  permitted. 

There  is  uncontestable  medical  testi¬ 
mony  that  the  first  5  years  of  life  are 
the  most  important  from  the  standpoint 
of  nutritional  needs  and  the  necessity 
of  an  adequate  diet.  If  babies  and  young 
{children  do  not  receive  an  adequate  diet 
they  often  suffer  irrevocable  and  severe 
physical  and  mental  retardation  damage. 
During  recent  hearings.  Dr.  Jule  M. 
Sugarman,  Associate  Director  of  Head¬ 
start  for  OEO  testified : 

From  our  experiences  with  the  Head  Start 
Program,  I  am  convinced  that  the  problem 
of  nutritional  deficiency  in  disadvantaged 
children  is  both  real  and  broader  in  scope 
than  we  had  originally  anticipated.  Our  ob¬ 
servations  of  Head  Start  children  indicate 
specific  physical  disabilities  including  ane¬ 
mia  rates  as  high  as  51.6  percent  in  some 
areas  of  the  country.  Head  Start  Center  re¬ 
ports  describe  cases  of  malnutrition  so  severe 
that  the  child  is  unable  to  function  in  a 
meaningful  physical  and  intellectual  fashion. 

f  We  must  provide  an  early  childhood 
i  nutrition  program  to  pro’idde  an  ade¬ 
quate  diet  for  America’s  disadvantaged 
ichildi’en  before  irrepai’able  damage  is 
done. 

Our  most  valuable  and  precious  na¬ 
tional  asset  is  our  youth.  We  cannot  per¬ 
mit  millions  of  children  from  low-income 
families  to  suffer  permanent  damage 
both  physical  and  mental  as  a  result  of 
inadequate  diet.  It  is  unconscionable  that 
such  a  condition  should  be  permitted  to 
exist,  in  the  richest  and  greatest  Nation 
in  the  world.  The»  pending  amendment 
which  I  have  cosponsored  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hart]  to  restore  more  than  $10  mil- 
flion  for  the  school  lunch  program  and 
[other  programs  providing  food  for  chil- 
idren  would  help  to  correct  this  situation. 

'  Mr.  President,  by  restoring  these  funds, 
we  are  fighting  one  of  the  direct  causes 
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of  the  social  ills  which  afflict  the  Nation. 
Hunger  for  food  surpasses  hunger  for 
knowledge.  Hunger  surpasses  any  regard 
for  social  responsibility.  Hunger  for  food 
in  a  land  of  affluence  and  plenty  can  only 
instill  a  sense  of  injustice,  gi'ievance, 
frustration  and  revolt. 

Mr.  President,  last  year  the  school 
lunch  program  served  meals  to  more  than 
20  million  children.  These  children  were 
assured  of  at  least  one  nutritious  meal 
each  schoolday.  The  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  is  a  direct  way  of  reaching  those 
children  who  studies  indicate  are  most 
markedly  and  adversely  affected  by 
hunger  and  malnutrition.  By  adopting 
this  amendment  which  restores  funds  for 
the  school  lunch  program,  we  will  be  a 
step  further  along  the  road  to  what  must 
be  our  goal — a  nation  in  which  no  child 
goes  hungry. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH. .  Mr.  President, 
the  pending  fiscal  year  1969  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  related  agencies,  H.R.  16913,  is 
the  product  of  extensive  and  exhaustive 
hearings  by  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  Agriculture,  which  is 
very  ably  chaired  by  the  distinguished 
Senior  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Holland]. 

It  has  been  my  great  pleasure  to  serve 
under  the  fine  and  gracious  leadership 
of  Senator  Holland  during  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  vital  and  complicated  legisla¬ 
tion.  I  wish  to  say  to  Chairman  Holland 
that  I  deeply  appreciate  his  fairness  to 
me  and  his  consideration  of  my  views 
during  our  deliberations  on  this  bill. 

Agriculture  is  a  matter  that  touches 
each  of  us  daily,  whether  we  be  producer 
or  consumer.  This  bill,  which  appropri¬ 
ates  $5,536,050,300,  embodies  the  agricul¬ 
tural  policy  of  the  United  States  for  fis¬ 
cal  year  1969.  It  is  an  extremely  im¬ 
portant  piece  of  legislation — not  only  for 
those  that  it  affects  directly  or  even  in¬ 
directly,  but  also  for  those  that  it  leaves 
out. 

In  the  few  brief  minutes  that  I  will 
take  here,  I  cannot  touch  on  every  aspect 
of  the  bill,  though  every  provision  is  im¬ 
portant  and  has  been  carefully  con¬ 
sidered.  I  will  comment  generally  only  on 
a  few  provisions  of  particular  importance 
to  me  and  to  my  State. 

Particularly,  I  am  gratified  that  the 
committee  has  seen  fit  to  recommend  new 
obligational  authority,  of  $329  million  for 
the  Rural  Electrification  Administration. 
This  is  $25  miliion  more  than  the  House 
bill  provides,  and  I  think  it  will  be  wisely 
used  by  the  REA,  which  has  extended  its 
benefits  to  millions  of  our  rural  families 
during  its  distinguished  33-year  history. 

GENERATION  AND  TRANSMISSION  LOANS 

I  especiaily  am  pleased  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  took  note  of  the  important  role 
played  by  the  generation  and  transmis¬ 
sion  facilities  of  REA.  In  its  report,  the 
committee  declares  the  policy  of  the 
United  States  toward  these  facilities  to  be 
as  follows: 

The  committee  recognizes  that  generation, 
and  transmission  facilities  are,  in  many  rural 
areas  of  the  Nation,  a  necessary  part  of  the 
rural  electrification  program.  It  is  aware  of 
the  beneficial  effect  v/hich  the  operation  of 
these  facilities  has  had  in  reducing  whole¬ 
sale  power  costs  for  the  distribution  cooper¬ 
atives  serving  the  thin  rural  areas.  It  recog¬ 


nizes  the  need  for  “heavylng  up”  generation 
and  transmission  facilities,  as  well  as  dis¬ 
tribution  facilities,  to  enable  power-type  co¬ 
operatives  to  meet  their  power  supply  obliga¬ 
tions  to  their  members  and  honor  their  com¬ 
mitments  to  other  electric  power  systems 
where  they  are  working  together  in  power 
pools.  It  acknowledges  the  importance  of 
having  financing  available  for  such  facilities 
where  distribution  systems  find  it  necessary 
to  escape  from  unreasonable  or  damaging 
conditions  sometimes  imposed  by  unfriendly 
power  suppliers. 

The  Administrator  has  advised  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  loan  level  for  electric  facili¬ 
ties  proposed  in  the  budget  request  will 
necessitate  the  deferment  of  some  loan  needs 
which  would  normally  be  met  in  fiscal  year 
1969. 

The  committee  urges  the  Administrator  to 
screen  all  applications  for  loan  funds  with 
extraordinary  care  in  view  of  the  Nation’s 
need  for  practicing  the  maximum  economy 
in  fiscal  year  1969  to  insure  that  loan  funds 
will  be  available  to  finance  those  facilities, 
including  generation  and  transmission,  which 
cannot  be  delayed  without  causing  serious 
and  lasting  damage  to  existing  rural  elec¬ 
tric  systems  and  the  economy  and  effective¬ 
ness  of  their  operations. 

I  wish  only  briefiy  to  note  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  action  on  certain  rural  projects  of 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration.  In 
three  important  programs — rural  hous¬ 
ing  direct  loan  account,  rural  renewal, 
and  rural  housing  for' domestic  farm  la¬ 
bor — we  have  recommended  funding  at 
the  level  requested  by  the  Department. 

At  least  these  amounts  are  needed,  and 
I  am  hopeful  that  the  Senate  position 
on  these  important  programs  will  prevail 
in  conference  over  lesser  sums  approved 
by  the  House.  Full  funding  of  rural  de¬ 
velopment  programs  are  essential  if  we 
hope  ever  to  stem  the  flow  of  rural  resi¬ 
dents  to  the  cities. 

The  bill  makes  more  than  $146  mil¬ 
lion  available  for  agricultural  research 
programs.  Agricultural  research  is  the 
foundation  of  our  Nation’s  farm  and 
ranch  program.  Agricultural  research 
projects  dealing  with  new  and  improved 
livestock  breeding,  crop  improvement, 
and  watershed  planning  are  important 
factors  in  our  being  the  most  produc¬ 
tive  agricultural  Nation  in  the  world. 
Action  taken  by  the  Senate  represents 
an  increase  of  $5,978,100  over  the  House 
bill. 

For  Texas,  I  support  the  Senate  ac¬ 
tion  appropriating  $227,600  for  pesticide 
research  at  College  Station,  Tex.,  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $75,000  over  the  House-passed 
bill,  and  for  restoring  $25,200  for  cotton 
research  at  College  Station,  which  had 
been  deleted  by  the  House.  I  commend 
the  Senate  for  restoring  in  this  appro¬ 
priations  bill  $84,200  for  research  for  re¬ 
ducing  the  costs  of  cotton  being  con¬ 
ducted  at  Lubbock,  Tex.,  and  for  allo¬ 
cating  $236,100  for  cotton  ginning  re¬ 
search.  This  bill  also  appropriates 
$14,200  for  research  at  Beaumont,  Tex., 
to  improve  protein  content  of  cereal  and 
other  grains  and  restores  $10,200  deleted 
by  the  House  for  research  at  Browns¬ 
ville,  Tex.,  for  reducing  costs  of  produc¬ 
ing  cotton. 

The  Senate-passed  bill  provides  $227,- 
719,000  for  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
which  provides  technical  assistance  to 
farmers  and  ranchers  for  soil  conserva¬ 
tion,  watershed  planning,  flood  preven¬ 
tion,  and  resource  conservation  and  de¬ 


velopment.  Under  this  bill,  over  $6  mil¬ 
lion  will  be  available  for  assistance  in 
watershed  planning,  and  $17.5  million 
for  flood  prevention. 

I  have  been  a  long-time  supporter  of 
the  Great  Plains  conservation  program 
which  provides  critical  assistance  to 
farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  “dust  bowl” 
areas  of  Texas  and  the  Southwest.  This 
bill  allocates  $16  million  to  be  used  for 
loans  on  a  cost-shared  basis.  I  regret 
this  figure  could  not  have  been  higher. 

I  would  also  like  to  mention  my  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  attempts  made  to  place  a  lim¬ 
itation  on  the  amounts  of  money  a 
farmer  could  receive  under  our  agricul¬ 
tural  programs.  Any  such  effort  should 
be  well  thought  out  and  planned  to  be 
sure  that  the  family  farmer  is  receiving 
an  adequate  and  just  income.  An  across 
the  board  limitation  without  sufficient 
groundwork  and  study  would  not  accom¬ 
plish  that  program,  but  would  indis¬ 
criminately  eliminate  many  family 
farmers. 

Furthermore,  because  of  the  provisions 
inserted  in  the  cotton  bill,  if  any  such 
limitations  were  enacted  there  would  be 
a  return  to  the  cotton  bill  of  1958.  This 
snapback  provision  would  deprive  om’ 
cotton  farmers  of  the  benefits  of  the  1965 
cotton  bill. 

Lastly,  limitations  on  payments  would 
completely  destroy  voluntary  programs, 
since  a  farmer  would  not  voluntarily  par¬ 
ticipate  in  a  program  which  would  not 
entitle  him  to  payments  because  of  a 
maximum  entitlement. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  one  dark  spot 
in  our  agricultural  picture.  In  spite  of 
the  fact  that  America’s  agricultural  sec¬ 
tor  is  the  most  productive  of  the  world — 
indeed,  it  is  the  envy  of  the  world — and 
in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  American 
people,  as  a  whole,  eat  better  than  any 
other  people  in  history,  there  is  hunger, 
malnutrition,  and  even  starvation  in  this 
land  of  plenty.  Our  agricultural  affluence 
is  phenomenal,  but  there  are  some  who 
do  not  share  in  it.  Paradoxically,  there 
are  some,  perhaps  millions,  who  do  not 
have  enough  to  eat. 

It  is  almost  impossible  for  most  of  us 
even  to  imagine  the  breadth  and  depth 
of  hunger,  malnutrition,  and  even  star¬ 
vation  that  plagues  our  country.  Yet,  in 
recent  weeks,  there  has  been  clear  evi¬ 
dence  of  this  tragedy  from  three  major 
sources:  Hunger,  USA,  a  report  of  the 
citizens’  board  of  inquiry  into  hunger  and 
malnutrition  in  the  United  States;  Their 
Daily  Bread,  a  report  by  the  committee 
on  school  lunch  participation;  and  Hun¬ 
ger  in  America,  a  CBS  television  report. 

We  have  seen  that  hundreds  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  Americans — perhaps  as  many 
as  10  million — are  being  crippled  in  body, 
in  mind,  and  in  spirit  because  they  have 
not  enough  to  eat.  Some  are  starving  to 
death.  The  facts  cannot  be  avoided  any 
longer. 

The  -  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
primary  responsibility  for  our  national 
effort  to  feed  America’s  hungry.  The 
food  stamp  program  represents  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  main  attempt  to  deal  with 
hunger.  Yet,  the  progress  of  this  and 
other  sm’plus  food-for-the-poor  pro¬ 
grams  has  not  been  sufficient  to  meet 
the  need. 
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The  budget  request  for  the  food  stamp 
program  was  $225  million,  only  $40  mil¬ 
lion  above  the  previous  year.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  according  to  testimony  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  all  of  that 
increase  is  to  be  used  to  maintain  the 
program  at  its  present  level  of  2.75  mil¬ 
lion  participants.  There  was  no  request 
for  money  to  extend  the  program  to  the 
other  7  million  or  so  Americans  who  are 
in  need. 

The  committee  approved  the  full 
amount  requested.  I  had  hoped  we  might 
do  more.  In  my  State,  food  stamps  issued 
in  fiscal  year  1967  had  a  total  value  of 
$1,528,795.  With  some  3  million  Texans 
living  in  poverty,  that  averages  out  to 
little  more  than  50  cents  for  each  poor 
person  per  year — not  a  day,  a  week,  or 
even  a  month,  but  50  cents  a  year.  More 
is  needed,  and  we  must  all  work  to  make 
sure  that  more  is  provided. 

I  also  am  concerned  with  the  appro¬ 
priation  recommended  for  the  school 
lunch  program.  This  is  a  vital  and  a 
proven  program.  I  was  sorry  that  the 
committee  cut  it  to  $173.3  million  from 
$184.4  million  requested.  I  support  and 
will  vote  for  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hart]  to  fund  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  at  the  full  amount  requested. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  imperative  that  all 
Americans  share  in  our  agricultural 
abundance.  We  spend  $1.5  billion  a  year 
to  help  feed  the  rest  of  the  world.  Surely 
we  will  now  work  together  to  make  sure 
that  none  of  our  own  fellow  citizens  go 
hungry. 

Again,  I  commend  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  our  subcommittee  for  his 
fine  work  and  leadership  on  this  bill.  No 
man  has  worked  harder  than  he  to  assure 
the  steady  growth  of  our  agricultural 
capability,  and  no  man  has  been  more 
concerned  than  he  that  all  Americans 
share  in  our  productivity. 

Mr.  HART.  I  yield  back  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment,  as  modified,  of  the  Senator  from 
Michigan. 

The  amendment  (No.  837),  as  modi¬ 
fied,  was  agreed  to. 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President/f  ask 
imanimous  consent  to  take  5  ^inutes 
from  tne  time  on  the  bill,  wit^^the  per¬ 
mission  of  the  distinguished  (firman  of 
the  committee,  to  lay  the  p/mding  busi¬ 
ness  aside  temporarily  aura  to  call  up 
Calendar  No.  1134,  S.  44^ 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  MryPresident,  I  am 
glad  to  yield,  providec^he  time  is  limited 
to  5  minutes. 

The  PRESLDINQ^'  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  sq/brdered. 

FLAMI^  GORGE  NATIONAL 
^CREATION  AREA 

The  Residing  officer,  in  ac- 
cordanjre  with  the  previous  order,  the 
Sena^  will  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  (jAlendar  No.  1134,  S.  444,  which  will 
tated  by  title. 


The  Bill  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  444)  to  es¬ 
tablish  the  Flaming  Gorge  National  Rec¬ 
reation  Area  in  the  States  of  Utah  and 
Wyoming,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Accordingly,  the  Senate  proceeded  to 
consider  the  bill,  which  had  been  re¬ 
ported  from  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs,  with  amendments,  on 
page  3,  line  18,  after  the  word  “enjoy¬ 
ment.”  insert  “Nothing  in  this  Act  shall 
affect  the  jurisdiction  or  responsibilities 
of  the  States  of  Utah  and  Wyoming  un¬ 
der  other  provisions  of  State  laws  with 
respect  to  him  ting  and  fishing.”;  and  on 
page  4,  line  14,  after  the  word  “the” 
strike  out  the  word  “administration”  and 
insert  “purposes”;  so  as  to  make  the  bill 
read: 

S.  444 

Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  in 
order  to  provide,  in  furtherance  of  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project, 
for  the  public  outdoor  recreation  use  and 
enjoyment  of  the  Flaming  Gorge  Reservoir 
and  surrounding  lands  in  the  States  of  Utah 
^nd  Wyoming  and  the  conservation  of  scenic, 
Njentiflc,  historic,  and  other  values  con- 
tr^uting  to  public  enjoyment  of  such  lands 
anoSwaters,  there  is  hereby  established,  sub-, 
ject  valid  existing  rights,  the  Flaming 
Gorge  National  Recreation  Area  in  the  Stai;^ 
of  Utah^and  Wyoming  (hereinafter  refaSed 
to  as  the \recreatlon  area”).  The  bouiyfaries 
of  the  recr^tlon  area  shall  be  thosa^hown 
on  the  maN  entitled  “Proposed  /Flaming 
Gorge  Natlon^Recreation  Area,’/  which  is 
on  file  and  avaluyble  for  public  iiispection  in 
the  office  of  the  Caief,  Forest  SeiVice,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  AgriculturX  / 

Sec.  2.  The  admlniS^ation/ protection,  and 
development  of  the  r^e^on  area  shall  be 
by  the  Secretary  of  Apiculture  (herein^- 
after  called  the  “SecrejiaJy”)  in  accordance 
with  the  laws,  rules/ an^^egulatlons  ap¬ 
plicable  to  national /irests,  ni  a  manner  co¬ 
ordinated  with  tlyt  other  puirooses  of  the 
Colorado  River  st»rage  projectTWd  in  such 
maimer  as  in  tihS  judgment  will  Ngt  provide 
for  (1)  publlc/outdoor  recreationNhenefits; 
(2)  conservation  of  scenic,  sclentlfc,  his¬ 
toric,  and  /her  values  contributing  to^ub- 
11c  enjoy/ent;  and  (3)  such  manage&nt, 
utilizatum,  and  disposal  of  natural  resoufites 
as  in  ^  judgment  will  promote  or  are  coiair 
patiMe  with,  and  do  not  significantly  impal^ 
the^^urposes  for  which  the  recreation  area 
is/stablished :  Provided,  That  lands  or  waters 
seded  or  used  for  the  operation  of  the  Col- 
wado  River  storage  project  shall  continue  to 
be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  the  extent  he  determines  to  be  re¬ 
quired  for  such  operation. 

Sec.  3.  Within  six  months  after  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall  pub¬ 
lish  in  the  Federal  Register  a  detailed  de¬ 
scription  of  the  boundaries  of  the  recreation 
area.  Following  such  publication,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  make  minor  adjustments  in  the 
boundary  of  the  recreation  area  by  publica¬ 
tion  of  the  amended  description  thereof  in 
the  Federal  Register;  Provided,  That  the  total 
acreage*  of  the  recreation  area  within  the 
adjusted  boundary  does  not  exceed  the  acre¬ 
age  of  the  recreation  area  as  shown  on  the 
map  referred  to  in  section  1  hereof. 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  shall  permit  hunting, 
fishing,  and  trapping  on  the  lands  and  waters 
under  his  jurisdiction  within  the  recreation 
area  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  laws :  Provided,  That  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  after  consultation  with  the  respective 
State  fish  and  game  commissions,  may  issue 
regulations  designating  zones  where  and  es¬ 
tablishing  periods  where  no  hunting,  fishing, 
or  trapping  shall  be  permitted  for  reasons  of 
public  safety,  administration,  or  public  use 
and  enjoyment.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  af¬ 


fect  the  jurisdiction  or  responsibilities  of  the 
States  of  Utah  and  Wyoming  under  other ^ 
provisions  of  State  laws  with  respect  to  hun^ 
ing  and  fishing. 

Sec.  5.  The  lands  within  the  recre^on 
area,  subject  to  valid  existing  rightaf  are 
hereby  withdrawn  from  location,  ent/y,  and 
patent  under  the  United  States  mln^g  laws. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  u/der  such 
regulations  as  he  deems  appropriate,  may 
permit  the  removal  of  the  non/asable  min¬ 
erals  from  lands  or  Interests  i/ lands  within 
the  recreation  area  in  the  m^ner  prescribed 
by  section  10  of  the  Act  of  August  4,  1939, 
as  amended  (53  Stat.  1/6;  43  U.S.C  387), 
and  he  may  permit  thyremoval  of  leasable 
minerals  from  lands  /r  Interests  in  lands 
within  the  recreati^  area  in  accordance 
with  the  Mineral  /easing  Act  of  February 
24,  1920,  as  amen^d  (30  U.S.C.  181  et  seq.), 
or  the  Aoquire<Dtiands  Mineral  Leasing  Act 
of  August  7,  1947  (30  U.S.C.  351  et  seq.),  if 
he  finds  that  ancb  disposition  would  not  have 
significant  /Iverse  effects  on  the  purposes  of 
the  Color^o  River  storage  project  and  the 
Secretar/of  Agriculture  finds  that  such  dis¬ 
position  would  not  have  significant  adverse 
effect/on  the  administration  purposes  of  the 
reci/[tion  area:  Provided,  That  any  lease  or 
pe/nit  respecting  such  minerals  in  the  rec- 
r/tion  area  shall  be  Issued  only  with  the 
onsent  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and 
subject  to  such  conditions  as  he  may  pre¬ 
scribe. 

All  receipts  derived  from  permits  and 
leases  issued  under  the  authority  of  this 
section  for  removal  of  nonleasable  minerals 
shall  be  paid  into  the  same  funds  or  accounts 
in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  and 
shall  be  distributed  in  the  same  manner  as 
provided  for  receipts  from  national  forests. 
Any  receipts  derived  from  permits  or  leases 
issued  on  lands  in  tbe  recreation  area  under 
the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  February  25, 
1920,  as  amended,  or  the  Act  of  August  7, 
1947,  shall  be  disposed  of  as  provided  in  the 
applicable  Act. 

Sec.  6.  The  boundaries  of  the  Ashley  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  are  hereby  extended  to  include 
all  of  the  lands  not  presently  within  such 
boundaries  lying  within  the  recreation  area 
as  described  in  accordance  with  sections 
1  and  3  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  7.  Subject  to  any  valid  claim  or  entry 
now  existing  and  hereafter  legally  main¬ 
tained,  all  public  lands  of  the  United  States 
and  all  lands  of  the  United  States  hereto¬ 
fore  or  hereafter  acquired  or  reserved  for 
use  in  connection  with  the  Colorado  River 
itorage  project  within  the  exterior  bound- 
ies  of  the  recreation  area  which  have  not 
h^tofore  been  added  to  and  made  a  part 
of  «^e  Ashley  National  Forest,  and  all  lands 
of  th^^nited  States  acquired  for  the  purpose 
of  the\ecreatlon  area,  are  hereby  added  to 
and  ma^a  part  of  the  Ashley  National  For¬ 
est:  Provit^d,  That  lands  within  the  flow 
lines  of  ai\  reservoir  operated  and  main¬ 
tained  by  thfc  Department  of  the  Interior 
or  otherirtse  m^ded  or  used  for  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  CoRffado  River  storage  project 
shall  continue  t^be  administered  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  I^erlor  to  the  extent  he 
determines  to  be  reqt^red  for  such  operation. 

Sec.  8.  Funds  here^ter  appropriated  and 
available  for  the  acquNtion  of  lands  and 
waters  and  interests  therein  in  the  national 
forest  system  pursuant  to>^ctlon  6  of  the 
Act  of  September  3,  1964  (7^tat.  897,  903), 
shall  be  available  for  the  acqu^itlon  of  any 
lands,  waters,  and  Interests  th^ein  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  recreatlon\rea. 

Sec.  9.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shaK  deprive 
any  State  or  political  subdivision  th^;eof  of 
its  right  to  exercise  civil  and  crimlnaT^rls- 
dlction  within  the  recreation  area  consiWnt 
with  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  or  of^s 
right  to  tax  persons,  corporations,  franchise^! 
or  other  non-Federal  property,  including 
mineral  or  other  interests,  in  or  on  lands  or 
waters  within  the  recreation  area. 
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Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  express  my 
gratitude  to  the  Senator  from  Florida 
'  [Mi\  Holland]  for  allowing  us  to  inter¬ 
rene  at  this  point  because  of  the  neces¬ 
sities  of  having  this  matter  considered. 
It  called  up  on  the  call  of  the  calen¬ 
dar  iresterday,  but  we  were  not  able 
to  rea^  it.  I  believe  we  can  handle  the 
matter  \ery  briefly  today. 

S.  444'would  establish  the  Flaming 
Gorge  Natnaial  Recreation  Area  on  the 
lake  that  ha^een  created  by  the  Flam¬ 
ing  Gorge  Dam  on  the  Green  River  in 
the  State  of  Utah^ The  lake  would  extend 
into  Wyoming  ^r  approximately  92 
miles.  This  is  a  successor  bill  to  two 
previous  bills  that  have  been  before  the 
Senate,  introduced  in  ^64  and  1965,  and 
this  one  was  introduce^on  Januaiy  12, 
1968. 

The  areas  are  now  being's^dministered 
under  an  administrative  agl^ment  be¬ 
tween  the  Department  of  Agricm^re  and 
the  Department  of  the  Interior.  \^is  bill 
would  establish  it  by  law  andNwould 
transfer  the  jurisdiction  bf  the  entire 
area  to  the  Department  of  Agricult^e, 
the  Forest  Service.  This  has  become  nel 
essary  because  of  administrative  prob-N 
lems  which  we  foresaw  when  we  visited 
that  area  as  a  committee  some  3  years 
ago.  By  consohdating  the  administration 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  we  not 
only  avoid  overlapping  and  duplication 
of  problems  that  arise  from  new  admin¬ 
istration,  but  also,  it  is  estimated  that 
there  will  be  a  saving  of  approximately 
$100,000  a  year  in  the  efficiency  of  the 
administration. 

This  is  not  a  matter  that  will  cause 
any  additional  budget  expenditures.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  as  I  pointed  out,  it  is  a 
matter  of  economy.  There  has  been  one 
problem — to  make  certain  that  the  man¬ 
agement  of  the  fish  and  wildlife  there 
would  be  in  accordance  with  the  State 
law,  which  is  the  requirement  under  all 
of  the  recreation  areas,  and  that  has  been 
worked  out  satisfactorily;  and  the  bill 
has  been  reported  unanimously  by  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs. 

I  therefore  urge  that  this  matter  be 
quickly  disposed  of  and  passed  by  thj 
Senate,  so  that  it  will  be  possible  for  tae 
bill  to  be  considered  by  the  other  bjray 
and  signed  into  law  this  year;  and  ^i^rge 
its  passage. 

I  am  glad  to  yield,  Mr.  Presjflent,  to 
my  senior  colleague,  the  Seiyitor  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Prudent,  I  sup¬ 
port  S.  444,  a  bill  to  estajnish  the  Flam¬ 
ing  Gorge  National  Re-Creation  Area  in 
the  States  of  Utah  and  Wyoming  and  I 
urge  its  immediate  adoption  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

The  bUl  woulc^uthorize  as  a  national 
recreation  are^^01,253  acres  of  land  and 
water  extending  from  several  miles  be¬ 
low  the  Buaiau  of  Reclamation’s  Flam¬ 
ing  Gorge >©am  on  the  Green  River  in 
northea^m  Uthh  and  upstream  from 
the  d^  through  steep  canyon  walls 
carve^^ by  the  river,  through  the  Uinta 
Mountains  and  the  Flaming  Gorge  into 
so^hwestem  Wyoming. 

'currently  the  resources  in  the  area  are 
i^dministered  under  an  agreement  be¬ 
tween  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  the 
National  Park  Service,  and  the  Depart¬ 


ment  of  Agriculture.  As  reported  by  the 
committee,  the  legislation  would  provide 
for  administration  of  the  area  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  a  move,  I  am 
happy  to  report,  which  would  save  about 
$100,000  in  administrative  costs  each 
year  by  eliminating  duplication  of  over¬ 
head  costs,  technical  staffs,  and  public 
facilities. 

This  area  has  already  become  a  major 
tourist  attraction  since  Flaming  Gorge 
Dam  has  created  a  large  body  of  water 
in  a  semiarid  region  enhanced  by  breath¬ 
taking  scenic  surroundings.  The  section 
of  the  Green  River  from  the  head  of 
Flaming  Gorge  downstream  to  the  mouth 
of  Red  Canyon  is  almost  a  continuous 
series  of  canyons  and  smaller  side 
canyons.  Many  portions  of  Red  Canyon 
are  narrow,  precipitous,  and  colorful  with 
the  same  reds,  grays,  and  purples  found 
in  the  canyons  of  Dinosaur  National 
Monument.  Flaming  Gorge  itself  is  nota¬ 
ble  for  the  intense  reddish-orange  shades 
of  its  cliffs  which  rise  abruptly  a  thou- 
stand  feet  above  the  river.  Generally, 
these  canyons  of  the  Green  River  parah 
lei  the  Uinta  Mountains,  the  only  maj; 
east-west  mountain  range  in  the  United 
tates — an  area  nationaly  known  fyr  its 
s>jpnic  beauty. 

ecreational  use  of  the  area^ill  in- 
cludk^boating,  fishing,  swimmhfg,  camp¬ 
ing,  i^nicking,  hiking,  horse^ck  riding, 
huntingv^^and  water  skiing.  Tme  area  also 
has  ponderable  historic^  interest  and 
the  HenryXfork  region ^ould  be  an  ex¬ 
cellent  poin\from  whUm  to  present  the 
story  of  the  ^r  trappers,  or  mountain 
men,  who  pers^er^  and  did  so  much 
to  open  up  this  wst  region. 

In  reporting  tbfe^gislation  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  Mr.  Presiffimt,  lym  very  pleased  to 
see  that  the ^enate  lirterior  Committee 
has  agreed  amend  s^ion  4  in  such  a 
way  as  to  jirotect  the  people  of  Utah  and 
Wyoming  by  spelling  out  v^  clearly  the 
role  of^e  States  in  the  management  of 
the  and  game  in  the  new\ecreation 
aresL^e  amendment  is  designate  pro- 
tq(rt  the  States’  longtime  and\;ourt- 
ipported  rights  in  this  field. 

Section  4  originally  read: 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  shall  permit  hui 
ing,  fishing,  and  trapping  on  the  lands  anc 
waters  under  his  jurisdiction  within  the 
recreation  area  in  accordance  with  the  ap¬ 
plicable  Federal  and  State  laws:  Provided, 
That  the  Secretary,  after  consultation  with 
the  respective  State  fish  and  game  commis¬ 
sions,  may  issue  regulations  designating 
zones  where  and  establishing  periods  when 
no  hunting,  fishing,  or  trapping  shall  be  per¬ 
mitted  for  reasons  of  public  safety,  admin¬ 
istration,  or  pubic  use  and  enjoyment. 

Working  with  our  colleagues  Senators 
Hansen  and  McGee  of  Wyoming  and 
Senator  Moss  of  Utah  as  well  as  with 
State  fish  and  game  officials  we  have 
now  added  the  following  amendment  to 
this  section : 

Nothing  In  this  act  shall  affect  the  juris¬ 
diction  or  responsibilities  of  the  States  of 
Utah  and  Wyoming  under  other  provisions  of 
State  laws  with  respect  to  hunting  and 
fishing. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  feeling,  and  I 
feel  the  intent  of  the  committee  and  of 
Congress,  that  this  language  guarantees 
to  the  States  of  Utah  and  Wyoming  the 
right  to  apply  state  hunting  and  fishing 
laws  within  the  Federal  area. 


Since  colonial  times  in  this  countr 
the  ownership  of  wildlife,  by  law,  hi^ry 
and  tradition,  has  been  separated 
the  ownership  of  the  land.  The  Swreme 
Court  has  also  ruled  that  all  species  of 
wildlife  are  held  in  trust  by /the  indi¬ 
vidual  States  for  the  peo^  of  each 
State.  The  historical  doctrme  of  owner¬ 
ship  of  fish  and  game  bj/the  States  is 
still  basically  the  law  jof  the  land  as 
decided  in  Geer  v.  Coiynecticut,  161  U.S. 
519(1896). 

This  case  was  qufle  complicated  and 
rather  long,  there^re,  I  will  not  go  into 
its  various  ram^cations.  I  will  merely 
point  out  that^e  conclusions  was  that 
the  States  ha^inherited  from  the  Crown 
and  Parlianfent  of  England  all  of  the 
rights,  bom  of  property  and  sovereignty, 
which  w^e  exercised  in  England  over 
fish  ama  game.  Another  significant  case 
whicl^et  down  the  law  that  the  U.S. 
Gow^nment  is  not  the  owner  of  game 
aiifl  fish,  despdte  its  superior  treaty- 
faker  power,  was  decided  in  Sickman  v. 
Jnited  States  (1950) ,  184  F2d.  616. 

This  basic  right,  with  one  exception, 
has  remained  with  the  States.  That 
exception  concerns  migratory  bird  trea¬ 
ties,  since  a  treaty  negotiated  under  the 
treatymaking  power  of  the  United  States 
becomes  the  supreme  law  of  the  land  and 
all  State  or  Federal  laws  become  sub¬ 
ordinate  to  the  provisions  of  such  a 
treaty. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  want  to  take 
the  Senate’s  time  going  into  the  legal 
problems  and  precedents  in  this  field, 
but  in  the  event  others  in  this  body 
want  to  go  deeper  into  it,  I  have  placed 
in  the  S.  444  Interior  Committee  hearing 
©f  October  19,  1967,  a  copy  of  a  lengthy 
brief  from  the  Legal  Committee  of  the 
International  Association  of  Game,  Fish 
and  Conservation  Commissioners  which 
explains  the  problem  fully. 

In  addition,  it  should  be  pointed  out 
that  legislation  clarifying  State  jurisdic¬ 
tion  has  been  introduced  in  both  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  House  in  this  second  session  of 
Congress.  Senators  Fannin  and  Bible, 
with  seven  cosponsors  each,  have  similar 
bills  before  the  Senate  and  a  total  of  12 
Members  of  the  other  body  have  similar 
legislation  before  the  House.  I  am  pleased 
\to  report  that  I  feel  so  strongly  about 
lis  protection  for  the  States  that  I 
hflwe  joined  with  Senator  Fannin  as  a  co- 
spt^or  of  S.  3212  and  with  Senator 
BiBLENon  S.  2951. 

This  legislation  has  the  widespread  bi- 
partisanSmpport  of  virtually  every  orga¬ 
nization  in^y  State  and  elsewhere  that 
deals  with  nsh  and  wildlife.  For  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the'Senate  these  include:  the 
Coordinating  ^uncil  of  Natural  Re¬ 
sources  of'  the  sVate  of  Utah;  the  Utah 
Fish  and  Game  i^epartment;  Arizona 
Game  and  Fish  Commission;  the  Wy¬ 
oming  Fish  and  Gan^ Commission ;  the 
National  Rifle  Associ^on  of  America; 
the  Utah  Department  af  Natural  Re¬ 
sources,  the  Western  ConSerence  of  the 
Council  of  State  Govemm^ts;  the  In¬ 
ternational  Association  of  Game,  Pish, 
and  Conservation  Commissioners,  and 
the  National  Governors  Confereiree. 

It  is  obvious  that  when  such  groups  as 
these  show  concern  over  a  problem^  is 
time  for  the  Congress  to  stop,  listen,  ^d 
act. 
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s^he  added  sentence  at  the  end  of  sec- 
tion\4  would  provide  the  protection  em¬ 
bodied  in  the  pending  legislation  and 
will  pWide  the  States  their  protection 
until  th^general  legislation  is  approved 
by  Congress. 

I  want  tb  make  it  perfectly  clear  for 
those  who  iWy  read  these  proceedings 
later  and  for 'those  who  may  wish  to 
seek  out  the  inleiit  of  Congress  in  add¬ 
ing  the  last  sentence  to  section  4  that 
the  reason  those  \Vprds  are  there  is  to 
guarantee  to  the  Stat^  of  Utah  and  Wy¬ 
oming  the  right  to  aj^y  State  hunting 
and  fishing  laws  within ^e  Federal  area. 
The  States  shall  prevail.\t  is  as  simple 
and  as  clear  as  that.  We  do  not  intend 
to  allow  the  Federal  Government  to  take 
control  over  fish  and  game  hinshers. cur¬ 
rently  under  State  control.  \ 

Mr.  President,  once  again  I  u^e  the 
Senate  to  act  quickly  on  this  legismion 
so  that  we  can  get  it  signed  into  lawNje- 
fore  the  session  ends.  Now  that  we  ha)\e 
handled  the  question  of  fish  and  gam) 
jurisdiction  I  am  certain  that  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  bill  will  be  greeted  favorably 
virtually  everywhere. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am  ex¬ 
tremely  pleased  that  the  Senate  is  taking 
such  speedy  action  on  S.  444,  a  bill  to  es¬ 
tablish  the  Flaming  Gorge  National  Rec¬ 
reation  Area  in  the  States  of  Wyoming 
and  Utah. 

This  legislation  is  pf  considerable  im¬ 
portance  to  those  two  States,  and  it  is 
also  another  step  in  the  meritorious  pro¬ 
gram  afoot  in  our  coimtry  today  which 
seeks  to  set  aside  for  all  time  Federal 
lands  of  unique  beauty  and  recreational 
value. 

During  consideration  by  the  Senate  In¬ 
terior  Committee,  the  question  of  juris¬ 
diction  over  resident  species  of  fish  and 
wildlife  was  broadly  debated,  both  in 
public  hearing  and  in  executive  sessions 
of  the  committee.  I  am  happy  to  have 
been  a  party  to  that  debate  and  to  have 
followed  the  veiy  able  leadership  of  Sen¬ 
ator  Bennett  of  Utah,  in  clarifying  those 
questions.  I  am  also  happy  with  the  bill  as 
it  is  now  written,  for  I  feel  that  it  ade¬ 
quately  protects  the  interests  of  Utah 
and  Wyoming  with  respect  to  their  long¬ 
time  traditional  rights  in  the  control  and 
management  of  resident  species  of  fisl 
and  wildlife. 

At  the  suggestion  of  Senator  Bennett, 
the  Interior  Committee  included  a/nnal 
sentence  in  section  4  of  the  billywhich 
now  reads: 

Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  aSecJ^ the  Juris¬ 
diction  or  responsibilities  of  tine  States  of 
Utah  and  Wyoming  under  oth^  provisions  of 
State  laws  with  respect  ^  hunting  and 
fishing. 

I  m’ged  the  inclu§j6n  of  the  words 
“State  laws”  in  thajj'sentence  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  clarity,  "phe  legislative  history 
shows  that  the  illusion  of  a  similar  sen¬ 
tence  in  the  Sawtooth  Recreation  Area 
bill  was  for  th6  purpose  of  guaranteeing 
to  the  Stat^f  Idaho  its  right  to  apply 
State  hunting  and  fishing  laws  within 
the  Fed^al  area. 

I  believe  it  was  the  proper  intent  of 
the  C^igress  in  that  case  to  preserve  the 
sta^  quo,  irrespective  of  any  arguments 
w]?lch  may  be  currently  made  by  the  De- 
rtment  of  the  Interior  on  the  matter. 


General  legislation  affirming  to  the 
States  their  rights  over  resident  fish  and 
wildlife  is  now  pending  before  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Until  such  time  as  that  legislation 
is  acted  upon,  I  favor  the  preservation 
of  the  status  quo  on  this  matter  in  any 
specific  bills,  such  as  the  Flaming  Gorge 
bill,  which  may  be  adopted  by  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

This  is  by  no  means  an  empty  question 
or  a  “straw  man.”  There  are  rights  of  the 
various  States  involved  here  and  these 
rights  have  been  seriously  threatened  by 
policy  positions,  based  upon  the  Solici¬ 
tor’s  memorandum,  M-36672,  dated  De¬ 
cember  1,  1964,  which  have  recently  been 
taken  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

Recognizing  the  difficulties  posed  by 
the  Interior  Department’s  position,  the 
International  Association  of  Game,  Fish, 
and  Conservation  Commissioners,  and 
various  State  game  and  fish  commis¬ 
sioners,  including  Wyoming’s,  have  re¬ 
quested  that  Congress  enact  general  leg¬ 
islation  which  clearly  enunciates  the  ju¬ 
risdictional  responsibilities  of  Federal 
^d  State  Governments  on  this  matter. 
Si&e  the  Senate  Interior  Comimttee  first 
con^ered  the  Flaming  Gorge  bill,  sue! 
gener^  legislation,  S.  2951  and  S.  32 
has  be^  introduced,  with  wide  bip^i- 
san  spon^rship,  to  accomplish  this/flar- 
ification. 

On  May  2\  1968,  at  page  S64^  of  the 
CongressionadJIecord,  I  indicarod  to  the 
Senate  the  broad  cosponsm?ship  of  S. 
3212,  as  introduc^  by  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Fani^n].  Veils  time,  let 
me  also  point  out  t^t  9f.  2951,  as  intro¬ 
duced  by  the  Senator^om  Nevada  [Mr. 
Bible]  is  presently  c^ptosored  by  Sena¬ 
tors  Allott,  CoTwm,  S^NG,  Bennett, 
Moss,  Magnuson/Cannon)\Phurch,  and 
myself. 

I  also  call  tjKe  attention  of  )fce  Senate 
to  the  case/of  the  New  Mexito  State 
Game  CMnmission  against  Uoall  in 
which  a  /decision  was  handed  dov^  ad¬ 
verse  tj/the  Department  of  the  Intmor 
on  IV^ch  12,  1968,  in  the  U.S.  Dist^t 
Coi^  for  the  District  of  New  Mexici 
TMs  litigation  arose  out  of  differing  jur- 
israiotional  claims  imder  circumstances 
7hich  could  have  as  easily  arisen  in  the 
Flaming  Gorge  area.  I  believe  that  it  is 
more  than  hypothetically  important  that 
such  jurisdictional  questions  be  resolved 
in  the  legislation  which  authorizes  these 
Federal  areas,  rather  than  through  a 
long,  after-the-fact,  litigation  process. 

Lastly,  I  call  attention  to  the  present 
impasse  between  the  National  Park  Serv¬ 
ice  and  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 
Commission  over  the  administration  of 
lands  within  the  recently  established  Big 
Horn  Canyon  National  Recreation  Area 
in  Wyoming.  This  is  a  matter  of  imme¬ 
diate  practical  concern  to  both  our  Wyo¬ 
ming  Game  and  Fish  Commission  and  to 
the  Department  of  the  Interior.  I  have 
talked  with,  and  written  to,  the  various 
parties  in  this  dispute  in  an  effort  to 
reach  an  agreement  and,  pending  such 
agreement,  to  insure  that  proper  man¬ 
agement  of  the  wildlife  and  lands  in 
question  continues.  Once  again,  this 
time-consuming  and  costly  problem 
could  have  been  avoided  if  proper  lan¬ 
guage  had  been  contained  in  the  legisla¬ 


tion  authorizing  the  Big  Horn  Canyon 
National  Recreation  Area. 

For  these  reasons,  I  consider  the  ques-^ 
tions  that  have  been  raised  about  sectim 
4  of  S.  444  to  have  been  very  import^t 
to  the  States  of  Utah  and  Wyomingyand 
I  believe  the  legislative  record  shoyfld  be 
clarified  accordingly. 

Once  again,  I  thank  the  meihbers  of 
the  Senate  Interior  Committ^  and  par¬ 
ticularly  its  chairman,  Senatior  Jackson, 
for  the  expeditious  mannej^un  which  this 
legislation  has  been  hairaled.  I  am  ex¬ 
tremely  pleased  by  theylaction  which  the 
Senate  is  taking  toda 

Mr.  MANSFIELD/Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consenjrthat  the  amendments 
be  considered  ai^agreed  to  en  bloc. 

The  PRESSING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to Jme  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Montjma?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  somrdered. 

The  ajnendments  were  considered  and 
agreed/TO  en  bloc. 

Tiye  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
foiya  third  reading,  was  read  the  third 
ti^e,  and  passed. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre- 
senatives  by  Mr.  Hackney,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed  a  bill  (H.R.  17522) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  State,  Justice,  and  Commerce, 
the  judiciary,  and  related  agencies  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and 
for  other  purposes,  in  which  it  requested 
the  concurrence  of  the  Senate. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
following  enrolled  bills: 

H.R.  3299.  An  act  to  authorized  the  pur¬ 
chase,  sale,  and  exchange  of  certain  lands 
on  the  Spokane  Indian  Reservation,  and  for 
other  purposes; 

H.R.  14672.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  of 
February  14,  1931,  relating  to  the  acceptance 
i^of  gifts  for  the  benefit  of  Indians; 

H.R.  14922.  An  act  to  amend  Public  Law 
90^60  with  respect  to  judgment  funds  of  the 
UtevMountain  Tribe; 

H.N  15224.  An  act  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  spr  procurement  of  vessels  and  air¬ 
craft  a:M  construction  of  shore  and  offshore 
establishifients  for  the  Coast  Guard;  and 

H.R.  162^.  An  act  to  authorize  the  use  of 
funds  arisi^  from  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  the  Spokane  Tribe  of  Indians. 


HOUSE  Bi 


REFEIRRED 


The  bill  (H.R.  17622)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  De^rtments  of  State, 
Justice,  and  Commer^,  the  Judiciary, 
and  related  agencies  fc^the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  anchor  other  pur¬ 
poses,  was  read  twice  by  it^itle  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  onS^ppropria- 
tions. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  AP¬ 
PROPRIATIONS,  1969 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  16913)  making  appro- 
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priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  811 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr, 
President,  I  call  up  my  amendment  No. 
811,  and  ask  that  it  be  read.  I  am  calling 
up  this  amendment  on  behalf  of  myself 
and  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Nelson]  . 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  the 
amendment,  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“Sec.  — .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  law,  after  January  1,  1969,  no  pro¬ 
ducer  shall  be  eligible  for  payments  under 
any  program  or  programs  administered  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  any  amount 
in  excess  of  $10,000  for  any  one  year.  The 
foregoing  limitation  shall  include  the  fair 
dollar  value  (as  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture)  of  any  payment-ln-kind 
made  to  a  producer.” 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  this 
would  clearly  change  the  existing  legis¬ 
lation  and  would  constitute  legislation 
on  an  appropriation  bill.  Therefore,  un¬ 
der  the  instructions  given  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  in  all  such 
cases,  I  make  a  point  of  order  against 
the  consideration  of  this  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
proposal  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
is  l^islation  on  an  appropriation  bill. 
The  Chair  sustains  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  concede  the  point  of  order 
in  that  the  pending  amendment  would 
amend  existing  law. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  834 

Mr.  President,  I  now  call  up  amend¬ 
ment  No.  834,  which  would  apply  as  a 
limitation  to  the  bill  before  us.  I  call  up 
the  amendment  on  behalf  of  myself  and 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Nel¬ 
son]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be- stated. 

The  assistant  legi^ative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 

On  page  38,  between  lines  17  and  18,  In¬ 
sert  a  new  section  as  follows: 

“Sec.  510.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
in  this  Act  may  be  used  to  make  payments 
to  any  producer  during  the  fiscal  year  be¬ 
ginning  July  1,  1968,  for  participation  in  any 
program  or  programs  administered  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  an  amount  in 
excess  of  $10,000,  or  any  pa3rment-in-kind  in 
excess  of  $10,000  made  to  such  producer  in 
such  fiscal  year.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays 
on  this  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There  is 
not  a  sufficient  second. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  shall 
renew  my  request  in  a  moment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  make  it  clear  that  at  such  time  as  we 
have  more  Senators  in  the  Chamber  I 
shall  be  glad  to  join  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  in  asking  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

I  would  like  to  ask  a  question  of  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  on  this  matter 
on  my  time  prior  to  deciding  whether  or 
not  to  make  a  point  of  order. 


Am  I  oorreot  in  my  understanding 
that  this  amendment  would  not  affect 
payments  under  the  sugar  program  and 
the  wool  program  since  the  funds  to 
make  such  payments  are  not  included 
within  this  bill,  and  since  those  pro¬ 
grams  operate  under  special  laws  which 
are  financed  under  provisions  included 
in  those  laws  and  which  exist  In  the  ef¬ 
fort  to  deal  successfully  with  deficit  pro¬ 
duction  of  those  commodities  by  increas¬ 
ing  production  of  them  in  our  country? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  To  the 
extent  that  such  payments  would  be 
made  out  of  fimds  provided  in  this  bill 
they  would  be  affected. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  My  question  is:  Are 
there  any  payments  under  this  bdl  that 
would  go  to  those  two  programs? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  say,  to 
the  extent  there  would  be  any  fimds  in 
this  bill  it  would  apply.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  this 
leaves  open  the  question  of  whether  pay¬ 
ments  imder  this  bill  would  go  to  those 
two  programs.  My  understanding  is  they 
would  not;  but  since  the  Senator  leaves 
that  question  open,  I  raise  a  point  of 
order,  because  if  this  would  affect  the 
status  of  those  two  existing  programs, 
it  would  certainly  be  legislative. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  would 
point  out  that  while  it  would  affect  them 
to  an  extent  it  also  affects  other  pro¬ 
grams.  This  is  a  limitation  on  expendi¬ 
ture  of  moneys  as  provided  in  the  bill, 
and  a  limitation  on  the  money  provided 
in  this  particular  bill  would  be  in  order. 
■  The  previous  amendment  went  beyond 
that  and  provided  that  any  other  pro¬ 
visions  of  other  laws  also  be  included. 
That  did  go  beyond  the  bill,  but  this  pro¬ 
posal  is  drafted  on  a  Limitation  of  funds 
provided  for  in  this  biU. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  But  the  question  of 
the  Senator  from  Florida  was  intended 
to  bring  out  a  statement  from  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  that  there  is  nothing 
in  this  bill  that  supports  those  two  par¬ 
ticular  programs.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  does  not  concede  that,  but  in¬ 
stead  says  that  any  funds  under  this  bill 
that  would  support  those  programs 
would  be  affected  by  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes;  but 
on  the  other  hand,  the  moment  the  Sen¬ 
ator  yields  the  floor  I  am  sure  that 
someone  from  the  corn-producing  area 
would  say  it  affected  corn. 

If  we  exclude  all  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  we  might  as  well  lay  aside  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  My  imderst'anding  is 
that  those  two  programs  are  not  under 
this  bill.  If  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
thinks  they  are,  there  is  certainly  a  point 
of  order  applicable  here  because  those 
two  programs  operate  imder  separate 
legislation.  They  are,  in  a  sense,  self- 
financing,  in  the  case  of  sugar  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  processing  tax,  and  with  re¬ 
spect  to  wool,  the  percentage  of  tariff 
fees.  It  is  my  understanding  that  in  a 
sense  those  programs  are  self-operating. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  indicates 
that  in  his  opinion  there  may  be  some¬ 
thing  in  this  bill  that  goes  to  the  support 
of  those  two  programs. 

If  that  be  the  case,  a  point  of  order 
would  have  to  be  upheld. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  said  it 


would  be  true  only  to  the  extent  the 
money  is  appropriated.  If  the  Senator 
from  Florida  says  they  are  not  under  the 
bill  it  would  not  apply,  but  if  they  are  it 
would.  I  am  not  putting  them  in  or  tak¬ 
ing  them  out;  I  am  not  passing  an  opin¬ 
ion.  However,  to  the  extent  that  they  are 
included  in  this  bill,  they  would  be  af¬ 
fected.  We  have  a  right  to  put  a  limita¬ 
tion  on  the  appropriation  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  If  it  is  the  contention 
of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  that  those 
two  programs  are  affected  by  this  bill,  I 
ask  for  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am  not 
contending  that  any  more  than  I  would 
contend  that  foreign  aid  is  under  the 
bill  or  that  these  payments  are  embraced 
in  here. 

This  is  a  limitation  applicable  to  all 
payments  made  from  money  provided  in 
this  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Are  those  two  pro¬ 
grams  affected  under  the  provisions  of 
the  pending  measure? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Chair 
cannot  interpret  legislation.  This 
proposed  amendment  is  confined  to  the 
money  in  this  bill.  If  it  extended  beyond 
that,  it  would  be  subject  to  a  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  HOT  LAND.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
withdraw  my  point  of  order.  But  I  will 
state  affirmatively  for  the  Record  that, 
in  my  opinion,  this  bill  does  not  affect 
those  two  programs.  If  it  should  affect 
those  two  programs,  certainly  it  would 
have  legislative  meaning,  because  those 
two  programs  are  covered  by  separate 
acts  of  Congress,  which  have  been  modi¬ 
fied  by  Congress.  They  have  no  relation 
at  all  to  the  ordinary  application  of  pro¬ 
grams  under  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  which  are  price  supported  or  en¬ 
couraged  by  the  Department  for  reasons 
other  than  that  there  is  deficit  produc¬ 
tion  in  our  Nation. 

The  deficit  production  in  our  Nation  in 
sugar  and  wool  is  the  basic  reason  for 
the  existence  of  those  two  programs, 
which  are  financed,  as  I  understand  it, 
from  the  sources  I  have  indicated:  In 
sugar,  by  the  processing  tax,  and  it  is 
financed  to  an  excess  because  there  is  a 
payment  back  to  the  Treasury  of  the 
excessive  amounts  raised;  and  in  the 
case  of  the  wool  program,  financed  by 
that  portion  of  tariff  receipts  on  foreign 
wool  which  is  imported  into  this  country. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays 
on  the  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

There  is  no  need  to  labor  the  point. 
The  issue  is  clear.  Under  existing  law, 
payments  to  farmers  not  to  produce  crops 
are  made  in  various  amounts.  The  high¬ 
est  payment  is  around  $4  million. 

It  is  true,  as  the  Senator  from  Florida 
has  said,  that,  to  a  large  extent,  the 
largest  payments  are  made  to  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers.  I  wish  to  make  it  clear  that  to 
the  extent  that  any  of  the  payments, 
whether  they  be  to  producers  of  sugar. 
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cotton,  wheat,  corn,  oats,  or  whatever 
e^se  they  may  produce,  are  .included  and 
provided  for  in  the  bill,  they  would  be 
included. 

My  first  amendment  went  beyond  the 
bill  and  applied  to  existing  law.  It  would 
definitely  have  included  all  those  pro¬ 
grams.  However,  I  conceded  that  that 
amendment  was  subject  to  a  point  of 
order.  But  this  amendment  makes  a  lim¬ 
itation  on  payments  provided  for  under 
the  bill. 

It  has  been  estimated  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  that  if  the  payments 
could  be  reduced  to  a  level  of  $10,000 — 
and  I  think  there  is  merit  to  that,  even 
including  the  payments  to  sugar  and 
other  crop  producers — the  small  farmer 
would  be  benefited.  Much  has  been  said 
about  the  need  to  protect  the  small 
farmer  in  America.  Yet  when  these  pro¬ 
grams  are  put  into  effect  and  large  pay¬ 
ments  are  made,  only  one  group  or  type 
of  operation  can  afford  to  take  advantage 
of  the  progi’am. 

The  average  small  farmer,  the  one- 
man  operation,  has  the  same  amount  of 
equipment  and  incurs  the  same  expen¬ 
ses  to  buy  a  tractor,  a  combine,  or  other 
types  of  equipment  needed  to  produce 
the  crop  he  is  growing.  If  he  takes  a 
third  or  a  fourth  of  his  acreage  out  of 
production  and  idles  his  equipment,  he 
has  the  same  carrying  chai'ges  as  he 
would  have  if  the  equipment  were  used. 

But  the  large,  corporate  type  of  opera¬ 
tor  can  put  a  third  or  a  half  of  his  acre¬ 
age  into  the  soil  bank  and  collect  pay¬ 
ments  for  nonproduction.  He  can  merely 
roll  his  tractor  or  other  equipment  into 
the  barn  and  lay  off  his  help.  To  that  ex¬ 
tent  the  payments  he  receives  constitute 
additional  profit. 

If  the  amount  is  confined  strictly  to 
$10,000,  an  advantage  would  be  given 
to  the  small  farmer.  Why  should  he  not 
receive  an  advantage?  We  shed  crocodile 
tears  about  the  plight  of  the  small 
fanner.  Why  not  do  something  for  him? 
It  is  estimated  that  if  the  $10,000  limita¬ 
tion  were  extended  aci'oss  the  board  the 
annual  savings  would  be  around  $600 
milhon. 

Certainly  at  a  time  when  we  will  have 
to  cut  the  spending  for  fiscal  1969  by  $6 
billion,  which  we  are  proposing  to  do 
next  year,  here  is  a  place  we  can  reduce 
spending  by  $600  million  a  year  and  I 
think  can  have  just  as  good,  if  not  a 
better,  agricultural  program  and  one 
more  equitable  to  the  smaller  producers. 
I  want  to  point  that  out  as  I  make  that 
statement. 

Contrary  to  what  many  may  think,  I 
come  from  a  farm-pi’oducing  area.  I 
know  that  the  State  of  Delaware  is  small, 
but  the  county  in  which  I  live,  up  to  a 
few  years  ago,  was  the  third  or  fourth 
highest  ranking  county  east  of  the  Rocky 
Mountains  in  agricultnral  production. 
So  I  am  not  speaking  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  a  heavily  populated  area;  we  do 
have  farmers  in  the  area  I  represent,  and 
I  think  I  know  what  those  farmers  are 
confronted  with.  I  was  bom  and  reared 
on  a  farm  myself. 

I  do  not  understand  how  anyone  can 
justify  the  pa5Tnents  of  $50,000  to  $100,- 
000  being  made  under  this  particular  pro¬ 
gram. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
myself  5  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  is  recognized  for  5 
additional  minutes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  placed  in  the  Record  on 
May  23  a  list  of  payments  in  excess  of 
$50,000.  The  committee  report  carries 
this  list  to  $5,000.  But  just  to  show  the 
size,  I  notice  there  are  186  in  Alabama 
over  $25,000,  totaling  $7iA  million;  32 
and  a  half  million  dollars  going  into 
Arizona;  28  and  a  quarter  million  dol¬ 
lars  going  into  Arkansas,  and  so  on  down 
the  line. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  this  list 
of  over  $25,000,  broken  down  by  States, 
be  printed  in  the  Record.  There  were 
6,579  so-called  farming  operations  which 
collected  $333,127,693  last  year.  All  of 
these  payments  were  in  excess  of  $25,000. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

1967  PAYMENTS  OF  $25,000  AND  OVER  UNDER  ASCS  PRO¬ 
GRAMS  BY  STATES(EXCLUDINGPRICESUPPORT  LOANS) 


State  Total  Total 

payees  payments 


Alabama _ 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas _ 

California . 

Colorado. . 

Florida. . 

Georgia _ 

Hawaii . 

Idaho _ 

Illinois _ 

Indiana _ 

Iowa. . . 

Kansas _ 

Kentucky _ 

Louisiana _ 

Michigan _ 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri . . 

Montana _ 

Nebraska _ 

Nevada _ 

New  Mexico... 
North  Carolina. 
North  Dakota.. 

Ohio . . 

Oklahoma . 

Oregon _ 

Pennsylvania.. 
Puerto  Rico... 
South  Carolina 
South  Dakota.. 

Tennessee _ 

Texas _ 

Utah _ 

Virginia.. . 

Washington _ 

Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming . 


186 

495 

617 

810 

75 

49 

130 

26 

49 

13 

9 

^9 

109 

3 

263 

2 

5 

1,112 

85 

45 

23 

6 

101 

48 

21 

3 

58 

44 

1 

55 

157 

12 

73 

1,762 

6 

2 

106 

2 

7 


$7, 262,  524 
32, 632, 601 
28, 270,  128 
61,310, 642 
2, 935,  565 
4,943,043 
4, 797, 677 
9, 808, 390 
1, 766, 205 
463,  829 
379,443 
459, 645 
3,804,974 
84, 644 
11,266, 492 
'  67, 863 
150,  891 
55,  890,  830 
3, 295, 160 
2,101,731 
739, 913 
291, 448 
3, 857, 277 
2,103,774 
726,  807 
132, 065 
1,987,  838 
1,486,281 
28,710 
3, 553, 220 
6,117,524 
406, 439 
2,  821, 483 
72, 646, 201 
207, 679 
62, 486 
3,966, 469 
66, 176 
233, 626 


Total 


6,579  333,127,693 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  do  not  see  how  we  can  jus¬ 
tify  these  large  payments,  particularly 
at  a  time  like  this. 

I  hope  that  the  amendment  will  be 
adopted,  fully  recognizing  that  we  can 
find  many  places  more  meritorious  to 
put  our  money. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  give 


three  brief  reasons  why  I  think  the  Sen¬ 
ate  should  not  adopt  the  amendment  and 
I  hope  it  will  not  consider  adopting  it. 

The  report  shows  on  page  35,  about 
the  middle  of  the  page,  that  the  amoimt 
included  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  includes  $350,467,000  to  liqui¬ 
date  contract  authorizations  established 
in  fiscal  year  1968  and  payable  in  fiscal 
year  1969.  These  are  payments  for  land 
diversion  and  all  types  of  program  pay¬ 
ments,  many  of  which  go  beyond  the  fig¬ 
ure  stated  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

We  can  all  imderstand  his  enthusiasm 
for  limitations  but  it  -should  be  on  the 
basic  legislation. 

The  point  I  am  making  now  is  that  he 
is  suggesting  we  repudiate  contracts 
made  and  in  effect  and  under  which  pay¬ 
ments  have  been  promised  and  imder 
which  $350  million-plus  is  appropriated 
for  imder  the  particular  bill  to  pay  off 
Uncle  Sam’s  obligations  to  farmers  from 
one  end  of  the  Nation  to  the  other  under 
existing  contracts. 

Mr.  President,  the  second  point  I  make 
is  that  insofar  as  the  amendment  pro¬ 
poses  to  limit  payments  to  $10,000  this 
year,  the  amendment  does  not  seek  to 
change  basic  legislation.  Under  basic 
legislation,  there  would  be  many  farmers 
who  have  already  planted  or  who  will 
be  planting  and  who  will  be  entitled,  un¬ 
der  basic  legislation,  to  more  than 
$10,000  of  price  supports.  He  does  not 
propose  to  change  the  basic  legislation. 
He  does  not  propose  to  change  the  ob¬ 
ligations  which  the  Federal  Government 
will  owe  under  that  basic  legislation  to 
hundreds  and  even  thousands  of  farm¬ 
ers  from  one  end  of  the  Nation  to  the 
other. 

Mr.  President,  many  times  I  find  my¬ 
self  in  complete  approval  of  things  which 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  suggests,  but 
I  am  rather  surprised  to  find  him  sug¬ 
gesting  here  the  two  objectives  which  I 
have  already  mentioned;  namely,  repu¬ 
diating  obligations  already  made  and 
obligated  in  the  amount  of  $350  million- 
plus;  and,  second,  proposing,  without 
changing  the  basic  legislation,  to  de¬ 
prive  farmers  who  are  entitled  under 
that  basic  legislation  to  siuns  which  are 
fixed  in  accordance  with  that  basic  leg¬ 
islation,  of  their  right  in  such  a  way 
as  will  not  prevent  them  from  having 
claims  against  the  Government,  which 
are  enforceable.  They  would  have  to  be 
paid  by  future  appropriations  or  reduced 
to  judgments  in  courts  of  claims.  He  does 
not  propose  to  change  this  basic  legisla¬ 
tion;  but.  Instead,  proposes  this  limita¬ 
tion  which  does  not  at  all  go  to  the  set¬ 
ting  up  of  contracts  in  strict  accord 
with  basic  legislation. 

The  third  point  I  make  hurriedly  is 
this:  I  find  no  way  at  all  to  equitably 
distinguish  between  small  and  large 
farmers  when  it  comes  to  the  taking  of 
a  position  here  which,  in  effect,  fixes 
prices  on  the  market.  It  is  fair  to  say 
that,  with  reference  to  one  group  of 
farmers,  their  price  can  be  upheld  to  the 
tune  of  $10,000  payments,  and  with  re¬ 
spect  to  other  farmers,  their  price  upon 
the  same  kind  of  commodity,  which  hap¬ 
pens  to  be  produced  in  greater  amount 
by  them,  will  not  be  upheld  but,  con- 
trarily,  their  product  might  easily  be 
thrown  on  the  market  at  a  price  which 
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will  adversely  affect  the  jvhole  market 
structure? 

I  make  these  three  points  because  I 
think  they  are  basic,  although  they  are 
not  the  only  points  which  can  be  made. 
But,  it  would  be  inconceivable  to  me  that 
Congress,  which  has  passed  this  basic 
legislation  and  which  is  now  trying  to 
honor  the  $350  million-plus  of  outstand¬ 
ing  contracts,  and  is  now  not  proposing 
to  affect  the  basic  law  under  which  many 
new  contracts  will  be  made,  and  is  not 
pi'oposing  to  affect  basic  legislation  un¬ 
der  which  all  are  treated  equally,  wheth¬ 
er  they  be  large  or  small,  would  adopt 
this  kind  of  amendment.  I  hope  that  it 
will  not  do  so. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  I 
heartily  endorse  and  concur  with  every 
word  the  distinguished  and  able  Senator 
from  Florida  has  said  with  reference  to 
the  amendment.  I  hope  it  will  be  de¬ 
feated. 

Congress,  in  its  wisdom,  has  passed 
farm  price  support  programs  for  more 
than  30  years.  We  have  tried  to  give  the 
farmers  a  better  share  of  the  national 
income.  We  have  not  succeeded  very  well 
because  farmers  still  earn  only  about 
half  what  the  nonfarmers  in  the  United 
States  earn. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Delaware  would 
have  the  effect  of  absolutely  destroying 
the  farm  support  laws  in  this  country. 

Why  do  I  say  that?  Because  Farmer 
A  could  be  producing  wheat,  and  if  this 
amendment  is  agreed  to,  wheat  would 
have  one  price  for  Farmer  A  and  a  dif¬ 
ferent  price  for  Farmer  B.  In  other 
words,  there  would  be  unequal  treatment 
of  the  laws  in  this  country,  affecting  the 
people  of  our  country.  That  would  be 
inherently  true  of  every  price-supported 
farm  commodity  in  the  United  States. 

I  do  not  believe  we  can  pass  legislation 
here  and  say,  in  effect,  that  though  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  has  passed 
these  farm  price-support  laws,  now  we 
are  going  to  destroy  them  by  limitations 
in  the  appropriation  bills  that  make  such 
laws  totally  inapplicable  and  totally 
ineffective. 

I  beileve  all  citizens  of  the  United 
States  must  be  treated  alike,  whether  a 
farmer  is  a  small  farmer  or  a  moderate¬ 
sized  farmer  or  a  large  farmer.  If  we  are 
going  to  have  a  price  support  program 
that  will  work,  it  means  that  every  pound 
of  every  essential  commodity  that  is 
grown  must  be  supported  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  at  the  same  price.  Otherwise  you 
would  have  a  sieve,  through  which  some 
farm  commodities  would  sift  at  a  low 
price.  Then  how  do  you  expect  another 
farmer  to  sell  the  same  commodity  at  a 
higher  price  when  it  is  selling  in  this 
country  at  a  lower  price? 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  has  offered 
this  amendment  from  time  to  time.  It 
has  some  emotional  political  appeal  in 
some  quarters.  I  hope  the  Senate  will 
miderstand  that,  if  it  is  agreed  to,  it  will 
destroy  the  farm  price  support  program 
for  all  our  basic  commodities  in  the 
United  States.  I  hope  the  Senate  will  turn 
it  down  by  an  overwhelming  majority. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  agreed 
to  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska, 
who,  I  understand,  has  to  leave. 


Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  me  a  minute  to  permit  me 
to  ask  a  question  of  the  Senator  from 
Georgia? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Those  of  us  who  are 
interested  in  the  textile  industry — and 
certainly  I  am  interested  in  the  con¬ 
sumer,  and  I  have  always  taken  that 
position  in  my  entire  public  life — feel  we 
are  in  a  paradox  in  connection  with  cot¬ 
ton.  The  cotton  we  produce  we  sell  abroad 
to  foreign  manufacturers  at  a  price  8 
cents  a  pound  lower  than  the  domestic 
manufacturer  can  buy  it  in  the  United 
States,  to  make  shirts  and  other  cotton 
products. 

I  am  wondering — and  this  is  the  ques¬ 
tion  I  ask  the  Senator  from  Georgia — 
whether  this  proposal  would  affect  or  re¬ 
peal  what  we  have  done  with  regard  to 
equalizing  the  plight  of  the  domestic 
manufacturer,  who  is  providing  Amer¬ 
ican  jobs,  as  against  a  foreign  exporter  of 
goods  to  the  United  States,  who  can  buy 
cotton  from  the  United  States  at  a  re¬ 
duced  price  of  8  cents  per  pound. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  It  is  the  considered 
opinion  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
that,  if  this  amendment  were  to  be 
agreed  to,  it  would  destroy  one -price 
cotton  that  has  been  so  beneficial  not 
only  to  the  farmers  of  the  coimtry  but 
to  employees  in  our  textile  industries 
and  the  textile  employers  themselves. 
This  provision,  in  my  judgment,  would 
be  an  opening  wedge  to  destroy  the 
gains  that  have  been  made  by  the  textile 
industi-y  in  recent  years. 

Not  too  many  Georgia  farmers  would 
be  affected  by  this  legislation,  but  the 
Western  cottongrowers  are  much  larger 
than  those  in  my  State.  Those  that  now 
participate  in  that  program  with  sub¬ 
stantial  acreage  could  not  participate  if 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  were  agreed  to.  I  think  the 
effect  of  it  would  be  to  ruin  the  jobs,  the 
incomes,  and  the  living  of  thousands  of 
textile  employees  through  the  length 
and  breadth  of  our  coimtry. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  need  to  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mf.  HruskaI. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Two  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment.  The  case  is  well  stated 
by  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
in  the  three  points  he  makes.  I  just  want 
to  reiterate  one  of  those  points,  namely, 
the  effect  of  the  amendment  being  a 
repudiation  of  contractual  obligations  of 
the  U.S.  Government.  It  would  be  hard 
to  conceive  of  the  practicality  of  the 
Government  issuing  a  security  on  which 
it  promised  to  pay  4I/2  percent  and,  at 
a  later  time,  after  the  security  had  been 
issued,  delivered,  and  paid  for,  to  try  to 
pass  a  law  in  the  Congress  saying  no 
interest  shall  be  paid  on  outstanding  ob¬ 
ligations  in  excess  of  3%  percent  inter¬ 
est.  That,  in  a  way,  indicates  what  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  would  do  in  that  regard. 

The  arguments  advanced  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  are  absolutely  sound. 
The  amendment  would  be  a  repudiation 
of  the  entire  system  of  this  type  of  pay¬ 


ment.  Perhaps  that  is  a  subject  that  can 
well  be  argued.  Maybe  it  would  merit 
some  consideration  on  the  basis  of  an 
independent  debate.  But  certainly  the 
way  to  attack  the  problem  is  not  by  the 
method  adopted  by  the  Senator  from 
Delaware,  however  well-intentioned  it  is. 
I  say  that  most  respectfully,  because  all 
of  us  know  of  the  sincerity  efforts  of  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  whenever  he 
makes  a  proposal. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
going  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  but  before  I  do,  I 
want  to  advise  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  that  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  is  even  now  con¬ 
sidering  legislation  for  the  future  in  this 
field.  I  warmly  invite  him  to  appear  be¬ 
fore  that  committee,  because  there  would 
be  the  proper  place  for  making  this  sug¬ 
gestion,  and  not  by  an  effort  to  tie  it  to 
an  appropriation  bill,  which  would  do 
violence  to  contracts  that  are  out¬ 
standing. 

I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  momentarily  to 
the  Senator.  Then  I  have  agreed  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  yield  2  minutes  from  my  own 
time. 

I  am  submitting  to  the  committee  a 
proposal  to  amend  the  existing  law. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  has  raised 
the  question  that  this  proposal  should  be 
directed  to  basic  legislation.  The  reason 
why  it  is  not  directed  to  basic  legislation 
is  very  simple.  The  Senator  made  a  point 
of  order  against  mjr  first  amendment, 
which  would  have  amended  existing  law, 
and  that  point  of  order  was  sustained.  I 
do  not  question  it.  The  reason  why  we  are 
acting  here  on  the  basis  of  a  limitation  is 
that  we  are  not  able,  under  the  rules  of 
the  Senate,  to  offer  a  legislative  proposal 
at  this  time. 

If  the  Senator  will  withdraw  his  point 
of  order  I  shall  be  glad  to  accommodate 
his  wishes  and  make  this  an  amendment 
to  the  existing  law. 

As  to  the  price  support  program,  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  mentioned  that 
my  amendment  would  destroy  it.  The 
amendment  does  not  affect  in  one  iota 
the  price  support  program.  We  do  not 
touch  that.  The  price  support  program 
is  a  separate  law.  The  price  support  pro¬ 
gram  is  not  affected  by  this  amendment, 
either  by  its  rejection  or  by  its  adoption. 

We  are  not  repudiating  our  obliga¬ 
tions.  We  have  no  obligation  to  pay  these 
large  farmers  half  a  million  dollars  or 
$200,000,  any  more  than  we  have  an 
obligation  to  pay  x  dollars  under  the 
school  lunch  program  or  other  programs. 
We  modified  that  program  this  morn¬ 
ing.  We  appropriate  money,  and  surely, 
as  we  appropriate  it  we  can  lay  down 
ground  rules. 

As  to  the  argument  that  people  would 
be  treated  rmequally  under  the  law  if  we 
put  a  limitation  on  large  operators,  I 
point  out  that  there  is  nothing  unusual 
about  that.  A  large  segment  of  American 
society  is  paying  taxes  to  the  Federal 
Government. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Byrd 
of  Virginia  in  the  chair) .  Tire  time  of  the 
Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
myself  2  additional  minutes. 
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At  the  same  time,  other  American 
citizens,  equally  eligible  to  citizenship, 
pay  no  taxes  and  are  the  recipients  of 
welfare  due  to  their  financial  status.  So 
we  have  a  situation  where  one  man  is 
paying  into  the  Government  and  another 
is  receiving  from  the  Government. 

So  the  argument  that  we  must  give 
everybody  $50,000  or  $100,000  because  he 
qualifies  as  a  farmer,  as  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  is  not  a  very  valid  argument. 

All  that  I  propose  to  do  is  put  a  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  amount  which  can  be  paid 
to  any  one  individual.  As  evidence  that 
this  is  not  a  revolutionary  proposal,  un¬ 
der  another  section  the  bill  itself  provides 
for  AGP  payments  limiting  to  $2,500  per 
farmer  the  amount  anyone  can  receive, 
and  that  provision  was  put  in  by  the 
committee.  The  small  farmer  can  get  up 
to  that  amount,  and  the  larger  farmer 
has  that  ceiling. 

So  we  have  a  precedent  for  this  pro- 
I>osal.  It  is  just  a  question.  Do  we  or  do 
we  not  wish  to  limit  these  payments? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  with 
reference  to  my  raising  the  point  of  or¬ 
der,  as  the  Senator  knows,  that  was  my 
duty  under  the  standing  rules  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  appre¬ 
ciate  that  and  did  not  question  it. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Furthermore,  as  the 
Senator  knows,  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  is  now  considering  legisla¬ 
tion  for  next  year  and  the  followng  years 
in  this  field,  and  I  have  invited  the  Sen¬ 
ator  wannly  to  appear  before  us.  He 
makes  a  very  persuasive  case,  and  the 
committee  will  be  glad  to  hear  him.  That 
is  the  proper  place;  this  is  the  point  I 
have  been  trying  to  make. 

Mr.  Pi-esident,  I  yield  now  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pearson],  who 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  tells  me 
was  on  his  feet  before  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota. 

Mr.  PEARSON.  I  thank  my  colleague. 

I  merely  wish  to  say  that  I  concur  in 
the  comments  of  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  and  the  observations  made  by  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska. 

The  facts  and  figures  put  into  the  Rec¬ 
ord  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware  are 
Indeed  startling.  As  I  have  extracted 
them,  he  indicates  that  there  are  five 
farming  operations  receiving  more  than 
$1  million  each;  15  receiving  between 
$500,000  and  $1  million;  and  I  think 
about  388  receiving,  every  year,  between 
$100,000  and  $500,000. 

These  are  figures  that  cause  one  to 
think  again  about  the  farm  program.  But 
the  point  to  keep  in  mind,  I  think — and 
I  represent,  as  does  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska,  an  area  where  there  are  some 
very  large  farms — is  that  if  the  situation 
were  such  that  the  big  farmers  were 
making  money  and  the  little  farmers 
were  not  making  money,  then  there  would 
be  more  merit  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Delaware. 

But  parity,  which  is  today  about  72 
percent,  affects  the  big  farmer  as  well  as 
the  small  farmer;  so  the  subsidies  coming 
out  are  helping  the  big  farm  operations, 
which  are  caught  in  the  same  price 
squeeze  as  the  little  farmers.  They  are 
subject  to  the  same  low  net  incomes  in 
proportion  to  investment,  in  proportion 


to  effort,  and  in  proportion  to  the 
amoimts  they  take  in. 

So  I  find  it  difficult,  given  those  facts, 
to  believe  that  the  proposal  made  by  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  faces  up  to  the 
realities  of  American  agriculture  today. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  yielding. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
ask  the  Senator  a  question? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
another  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Kansas,  so  that  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  may  address  a  question  to  him 
and  receive  an  answer. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  without 
regard  to  the  emotional  appeal — because 
when  we  say  that  we  are  paying  a  million 
dollars  or  a  half  million  dollars  to  an 
individual  to  subsidize  his  profit,  it  is 
hard  for  most  people  to  understand  what 
that  means  to  the  consumer,  what  ad¬ 
vantage  he  gets  out  of  it — the  Senator 
has  made  an  argument  here  that  in  many 
of  these  cases  even  large  producers  are  in 
financial  straits. 

The  question  I  ask  the  Senator  is  this : 
If  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  should  prevail,  what  in  fact 
would  it  do  to  that  man  who  receives 
a  million  dollars  in  subsidies? 

Mr.  PEARSON.  I  think,  if  he  is  still 
operating  under  the  production  controls 
that  he  will  be  operating  imder,  but  not 
receiving  the  subsidy  which  he  is  paid  to 
conform,  imder  the  law  as  it  now  is,  he 
would  be  in  very  dire  shape. 

Digressing  a  moment  from  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  question,  I  do  not  say  that  some  of 
the  large  farm  operations  are  not  making 
money.  I  think  they  are.  But  where  to 
draw  the  line  between  the  large  opera¬ 
tions  and  the  small  operations,  which  are 
all  subject  to  the  same  price  situation 
today,  at  about  72  percent  of  parity,  is 
what  gives  me  great  concern. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  What  will  it  do  to  the 
production  of  food,  in  an  era  when  we 
have  millions  of  people  in  our  own  coun¬ 
try  who  are  not  being  properly  fed? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  discourages  it,  of 
course. 

Mr.  PEARSON.  I  cannot  answer  the 
Senator’s  question,  although  it  is  an 
excellent  one.  I  cannot  answer  except  to 
say  that  I  think  we  would  have  lower 
production,  actually,  in  the  food  supply 
of  this  country. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  point  I  am  trying 
to  make  is  this:  In  the  event  we  were  to 
eliminate  the  subsidy,  would  that  force 
even  a  large  producer  to  the  point  where 
he  would  have  to  restrict  his  planting, 
and  not  produce  as  much? 

Mr.  PEARSON.  I  think  it  would  have 
the  opposite  effect.  I  think  if  we  were  to 
pull  away  the  subsidy  which  he  is  paid 
to  conform  to  a  farm  program  which 
limits  production,  the  only  opportunity 
he  has,  then,  is  to  expand  production, 
and  that  would  have  a  very  serious  effect 
upon  the  market  today. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Would  not  that  give 
us  more  food  to  feed  the  hungry? 

Mr.  PEARSON.  That  is  the  argument 
of  a  great  number  of  people  who  would 
like  to  remove  all  fai-m  controls  today. 
It  might  be  a  very  good  thing,  but  we 
have  not  gotten  to  that  point  yet;  and 
as  long  as  we  are  in  a  controlled  agri¬ 


May  29,  1968 

cultural  production,  I  find  it  very  diffi¬ 
cult  to  find  a  place  to  properly  draw  the 
line  between  the  big  farmer  and  the 
little  farmer. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  require  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Delaware  is 
not  without  merit,  and  is  not  without 
support  in  my  State.  I  think  some  kind 
of  a  limit  is  desirable.  But  this  is  a  ques¬ 
tion  we  would  wish  to  consider  very  ser¬ 
iously,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  these  farm 
programs  have  been  changed  almost 
completely  in  the  last  5  years.  With  re¬ 
spect  to  cotton,  we  now  have  a  one-price 
program,  and  we  do  not  require  the  big 
export  subsidies  of  years  past.  With  re¬ 
spect  to  wheat  we  have  a  one-price  pro¬ 
gram  now,  with  practically  no  export 
subsidy. 

The  cash  price  of  wheat  today  is  only 
about  half  what  it  was  20  years  ago. 
There  has  been  no  other  period  in  the 
last  20  years  when  cash  wheat  prices 
have  been  lower.  To  compensate  for  this 
lowering  price,  we  have  the  wheat  cer¬ 
tificate  payments.  This  is  a  part  of  the 
support  the  farmer  receives  to  compen¬ 
sate  for  world  prices  for  wheat.  The  same 
thing  is  true  of  cotton,  and  the  same 
thing  is  true  of  sugar.  We  have  gotten 
away  from  import  protection  for  the 
sugar  industry.  But,  in  turn,  we  give  the 
domestic  producer  a  subsidy  payment  to 
stay  in  business  and  to  give  total  income 
sufficient  to  produce  at  least  a  part  of 
total  requirements. 

If  it  were  not  for  the  sugar  program, 
there  would  be  practically  no  sugar  pro¬ 
duced  in  the  entire  United  States,  and  we 
would  be  completely  at  the  mercy  of  the 
rest  of  the  world.  Nearly  half  of  the  in¬ 
come  of  the  sugar  beet  producer  is  by 
way  of  payments  under  this  program. 

In  my  State,  if  you  happened  to  be  a 
sugar  beet  producer  and  a  wheat  pro¬ 
ducer,  your  payments  would  have  to  be 
fairly  sizable  if  you  were  to  maintain  a 
feasible  economic  unit.  This  is  in  the  na¬ 
ture  of  the  programs.  This  is  one  of  the 
reasons  why  Secretary  Freeman,  who  is  a 
long  way  from  being  a  conservative,  be¬ 
lieves  that  a  limitation  would  do  great 
injury  to  these  programs. 

Wool  is  another  example.  In  recent 
years,  we  have  done  away  with  price 
supports,  and  let  the  world  price  govern. 
In  order  to  maintain  any  wool  produc¬ 
tion  at  all  in  the  United  States,  we  pay 
the  wool  producers  a  subsidy  payment. 
Even  with  this  payment,  the  sheep  pop¬ 
ulation  now  is  far  lower  than  it  was  100 
years  ago.  I  think  everyone  will  agi’ee 
that  it  is  highly  desirable  to  maintain 
some  kind  of  wool  production  in  the 
United  States.  That  is  why  the  textile 
manufacturers,  and  even  the  textile 
workers,  are  gi’eatly  interested  in  these 
programs. 

This  proposal  would  not  seriously  af¬ 
fect  my  State.  I  suppose  more  than  90 
percent  of  our  producers  receive  pay¬ 
ments  of  less  than  $6,000  a  year.  There 
are  none  in  the  bracket  over  $100,000, 
that  I  know  of.  So  the  proposal  of  the 
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Senator  from  Delawai-e  does  not  serious¬ 
ly  affect  my  State. 

But  if  we  want  to  keep  the  progams 
workable,  it  is  necessary  to  have  the  big 
producers  as  well  as  the  small  producers 
participating  in  them,  and  that  includes 
the  land  retirement  program,  the  acreage 
control  or  production  control  programs 
which  include  payments? 

These  programs  are  not  without  their 
shortcomings,  but  without  them  agrlcul- 
tm’e,  the  most  important  biggest  seg¬ 
ment  of  our  economy,  would  be  in  much 
more  trouble  than  it  is  today. 

What  is  more  important  than  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  food  and  fiber  here  in  the 
United  States?  The  purchasing  power  of 
the  agricultural  economy  is  far  greater 
than  any  other  segment  of  our  economy, 
and  the  programs,  as  I  said  before,  are 
now  based  on  these  payments.  If  we 
place  a  limitation  on  them,  I  think  we 
should  seriously  consider  what  that  limi¬ 
tation  should  be  and  it  should  be  written 
into  the  acts  themselves.  Otherwise  we 
might  wreck  the  whole  program. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  1 5aeld  myself  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  most  of 
these  large  payments  referred  to  by  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  are  in  the  sugar 
program.  I  want  to  make  it  very  clear 
that  those  payments  are  financed  by  a 
process  tax  against  the  very  sugar  the 
grower  produces.  And  the  payment  he 
gets  back  is  smaller  for  the  big  producer 
per  unit  than  it  is  for  the  little  producer. 

The  result  has  been  that  every  year  a 
very  large  payment  is  made  to  the  gen¬ 
eral  revenue  fimd  after  the  operation  of 
the  year’s  business. 

If  the  Senator  will  look  at  his  figures, 
he  will  find  that  most  of  these  large  pay¬ 
ments  are  made  to  large  sugar  producers 
who  have  already  put  up  more  than  they 
got  back. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  does  not  have  5  min¬ 
utes  remaining. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
be  glad  to  yield  time  from  the  bill.  I  have 
30  minutes  on  the  bill,  as  I'understand  it. 
I  yield  5  minutes  from  any  time  that  I 
have  to  the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  the 
pending  amendment,  or  similar  amend¬ 
ments,  have  been  offered  many  times  in 
the  past  and  have  been  defeated  con¬ 
sistently  by  sizable  margins.  I  hope  that 
this  amendment  will  likewise  be  rejected. 

The  various  farm  programs  have  been 
passed  in  an  effort  to  do  two  things.  The 
first  was  to  assure  the  fanners  of  the 
country  some  reasonable  income  com¬ 
mensurate  with  their  important  part  in 
the  economy  and  comparable  to  that  of 
people  who  live  and  work  in  the  cities. 
That  objective  has  not  been  reached; 
the  fanners  still  work  the  longest  hours 


and  receive  the  lowest  reward  for  their 
labors.  The  second  objective  was  to  deal 
with  the  enormous  surpluses  built  up 
after  World  War  II.  Substantial  progress 
has  been  made  toward  this  objective,  but 
we  wish,  certainly,  to  retain  this  satis¬ 
factory  relationship. 

The  pending  amendment  would  destroy 
our  farm  programs,  because  we  cannot 
deal  with  one  farmer  in  one  manner  and 
deal  with  his  neighbor  who  is  producing 
the  same  farm  commodity  in  a  different 
manner. 

This  amendment  is  directed  to  estab¬ 
lishing  eligibility  of  producers  for  price- 
support  payments  rather  than  to  restrict 
the  use  of  funds  in  the  appropriation. 
The  impact  of  the  limitation  would  fall 
directly  on  large  producers,  but  would 
indirectly  affect  all  producers.  If  large 
producers  were  unable  to  use  price-sup¬ 
port  loans  to  carry  out  orderly  market¬ 
ing,  they  would  be  forced  to  dispose  of 
crops  in  such  a  manner  that  prices 
would  be  depressed,  thus  adversely  af¬ 
fecting  small  producers  and  disrupting 
orderly  marketing  procedures. 

The  result  of  such  an  amendment 
would  be  the  collapse  of  successful  farm 
programs  and  a  return  to  the  situation 
of  more  than  30  years  ago  with  alter¬ 
nating  overproduction  or  underproduc¬ 
tion,  extremely  high  or  extremely  low 
prices,  a  depressed  agricultural  econ¬ 
omy  including  foreclosures  of  small 
farms,  and  a  probable  national  depres¬ 
sion. 

An  appropriation  bill  is  not  the  proper 
vehicle  for  establishing  public  policy 
with  respect  to  the  substance  of  our 
agricultural  programs. 

As  important  as  is  the  policy  dealt 
with  by  the  pending  amendment,  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  most  conclusive 
and  unanswerable  objection  to  this  pro¬ 
posal  on  an  appropriation  bill  is  that  it 
is  wholly  inappropriate  to  deal  with  it 
in  this  manner,  even  assuming  that  it 
had  any  substance. 

I  hope  that  the  Senate  will  reject  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  Hansen]  as  much  time  as  he 
needs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
speak  on  the  pending  amendment  with 
mixed  emotions.  I  am  not  unmindful  of 
the  fact  that  since  1960  in  this  country 
we  have  lost  nearly  one  out  of  every  four 
of  our  farmers  from  the  farms  and 
ranches  of  America. 

I  am  conscious  of  the  fact  that  parity 
stands  today  at  73  percent.  Cattle  ranch¬ 
ers,  of  which  I  am  one,  are  receiving  for 
their  products  today  about  the  same 
amount  that  they  received  20  years  ago. 

If  there  is  one  thing  on  which  most  or 
many  of  us  could  agree,  it  is  that  our  ex¬ 
perience  in  controlled  agriculture  has 
not  been  very  successful. 

I  hope  that  before  too  long  this  very 
distinguished  committee  can  get  together 
and  decide  and  agree  upon  a  plan  and  a 
program  that  will  be  more  responsive  to 
the  desires  of  the  consuming  public  while 


recognizing  at  the  same  time  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  rural  America. 

We  are  concerned  when  we  consider 
the  problems  of  cities  and  municipalities. 
We  recognize  that  much  of  the  problem 
existing  in  those  areas  has  resulted  from 
the  extreme  poverty  which  characterizes 
sections  of  rural  America  today.  'There 
has  been  an  exodus  from  the  rural  South 
and  from  the  West  to  the  cities  because 
farm  income  has  been  so  low.  Yet,  at  the 
same  time  we  are  called  upon  to  support 
a  program  that  is  costly  and  that  seems 
to  fly  in  the  face  of  some  of  our  other  ob¬ 
jectives. 

I  was  quite  interested  in  the  question 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  PastoreI  who  said: 

Would  not  these  programs,  if  they  were 
changed  so  as  to  encourage  production,  help 
alleviate  hunger? 

The  fact  is  that  a  lot  of  the  crops  which 
are  presently  price- supported  are  not 
very  much  in  demand.  I  doubt  that  there 
are  very  many  poor  people  in  the  coim- 
try  today  that  do  not  have  available  to 
them  some  of  the  surplus  crops  that  are 
being  price-supported  today. 

I  say  this  from  some  firsthand  knowl¬ 
edge.  In  my  State  of  Wyoming,  I  know  it 
has  been  reported  more  than  one  time. 
When  we  used  to  have  a  surplus  com¬ 
modity  availability  plan  whereby  wel¬ 
fare  recipients  could  get  certain  com¬ 
modities  that  were  in  excess,  they  chose 
not  always  to  use  the  commodities  they 
were  able  to  receive.  And  one  could  drive 
down  certain  farm  and  country  roads 
around  some  of  the  cities  in  Wyoming 
and  find  thrown  out  alongside  of  the 
road  some  of  the  commodities  that  were 
actually  being  given  away  by  welfare 
agencies. 

So,  I  do  not  think  it  quite  responds  to 
the  question  of  hunger  in  America  to 
say,  “Would  we  not  be  better  off  to  vote 
to  stimulate  production  of  commodities 
already  in  surplus?” 

Mr.  PfVjSTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
that  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  was 
grossly  misunderstood  on  that  point  that 
he  was  trying  to  make. 

I  have  been  listening  very  attentively 
here,  and  there  was  such  a  push  here 
for  the  subsidy  that  I  was  wondering  if 
we  eliminated  the  subsidy,  whether  it 
would  put  thousands  of  people  out  of  jobs 
and  drive  people  away  from  the  farm 
and  do  us  more  harm  than  good  in  the 
long  run. 

I  regret  very  much  that  the  Senators 
from  these  States  have  talked  around 
the  point  and  not  come  to  the  center  of 
the  point  I  am  trying  to  make. 

In  other  words,  why  are  the  subsidies 
so  essential?  Would  it  hurt  the  consumer 
and  the  population  of  America  in  the 
long  run?  Would  it  drive  these  people 
out  of  business?  Would  it  drive  the  fann¬ 
ers  to  the  urban  areas,  as  the  exodus  in 
our  experience  has  shown  over  the  years? 

I  think  when  we  talk  to  a  consumer 
and  tell  him  he  has  to  pay  a  little  more, 
we  ought  to  justify  why  we  are  doing  it 
and  why  it  is  to  his  benefit.  And  no  one 
has  said  that  yet.  No  one  has  quite  ex- 
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pressed  that,  and  I  hope  somebody  would 
do  so. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  glad  to  answer  that  question  cate¬ 
gorically,  because  in  my  opinion.  It  would 
drive  many  thousands  of  small  farmers 
off  the  farms  and  into  the  cities.  In  my 
opinion,  it  would  make  it  possible  only 
for  the  well  financed,  highly  organized, 
and  large  fanners  to  stay  in  business. 

I  have  been  willing  to  support  price 
supports — which  are  not  popular  in  my 
State — because  I  think  it  is  part  of  the 
effort  to  keep  the  people  on  the  land,  it 
is  necessary,  if  we  are  going  to  keep  them 
there.  It  strikes  very  strongly  at  the 
question  of  prosperity  in  the  country 
and  prosperity  in  the  city.  If  you  add 
hundreds  of  thousands  going  to  the  cities, 
and  they  are  to  be  added  to  those  who  are 
already  there  and  who  have  found  no 
particular  place  to  work,  our  problems  in 
the  great  cities  are  simply  complicated. 

So  my  feeling  is  that  the  answer  to  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  is  this,  and 
it  is  clearly  this :  destruction  of  the  price 
support  system  is  a  destruction  of  lit¬ 
erally  hundreds  of  thousands  of  small 
farms. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  have  been  waiting  for 
that  answer  for  an  hour,  and  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

TMr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  agree 
with  the  Senator  from  Florida.  This 
would  accelerate  the  exodus  of  the 
fanners  to  the  big  cities. 

In  further  reply,  the  eventual  result 
would  be  more  big  corporation  farmers 
and  much  fewer  farmers.  The  fewer 
farmers  we  have — and  we  have  only 
about  3.5  million  now — they  would  have 
a  much  better  chance  to  get  together 
and  organize,  control  markets,  and  de¬ 
mand  and  get  a  higher  price. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  has  to  go  back  and  explain 
to  the  consumer  in  his  State.  We  have 
no  price  supports  in  my  State  that 
amount  to  anything,  whether  it  is  5 
cents,  $5,000,  or  $5  million.  We  buy;  we 
do  not  produce.  On  the  other  hand,  there 
must  be  something  to  buy,  in  order  to 
eat. 

I  have  been  waiting  for  this  answer, 
because  I  have  to  document  what  I  say, 
because  I  am  going  to  vote  against  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
yielded  to  the  Senator  from  Wyoming. 
I  will  yield  if  he  has  concluded. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  did  have  one  or  two 
more  comments.  I  appreciate  the  gra¬ 
ciousness  of  the  Senator  from  Florida, 
and  I  will  yield  the  remainder  of  my 
time  back,  in  order  that  other  Senators 
may  be  heard. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  have  only  18  min¬ 
utes  remaining.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  as  one 
who  has  viewed  most  intimately  the  en¬ 
tire  change  in  the  migration  away  from 


the  farm  and  the  changed  methods,  I 
heartily  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Florida  in  his  fine  analysis  of  the  situa¬ 
tion  as  to  the  impact  and  the  necessity  to 
keep  this  matter  spread  out  and  to  keep 
more  people  on  the  farm. 

Some  type  of  subsidy  program  is  ab¬ 
solutely  essential,  and  if  you  do  not  have 
it,  the  day  will  quickly  come  when,  as 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  has  said, 
the  supply  of  food  would  be  reduced  and 
it  would  be  necessary  to  pay  a  premium 
price  for  the  supplies  that  were  available, 
because  the  production  would  not  be 
tli.0r0 

Mr!  HOLLAND.  I  yield  myself  1 
minute. 

If  I  may  add  to  my  answer  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island,  not  only  would 
the  production  be  more  concentrated  in 
the  hands  of  the  large  producers,  but, 
also,  the  mechanization  would  be  largely 
stepped  up,  because  it  is  the  large  pro¬ 
ducers  who  are  able  to  avail  themselves 
of  every  fine  development  in  mechaniza¬ 
tion.  That  means,  of  course,  a  reduction 
in  agricultural  employment,  which 
means  that  more  and  more  people  who 
have  been  employed  agriculturally  will 
go  to  the  cities — not  only  the  producers 
but  also  the  employees. 

Mr.  Pi'esident,  I  see  that  the  chairman 
of  the  legislative  committee,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  who 
is  extremely  knowledgeable  in  the  field 
of  agriculture,  is  in  the  Chamber.  I  shall 
be  glad  to  yield  to  him  out  of  my  limited 
time,  if  he  wishes  to  say  anything  on  this 
subject. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  as 
chairman  of  the  committee,  I  appreci¬ 
ate  the  kind  remarks  of  my  good  friend 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

A  few  years  ago  we  had  a  study  made 
with  respect  to  what  would  happen  if 
we  were  to  strike  out  all  price  supports. 
The  study  was  very  interesting,  and  it 
showed  that  wheat  as  well  as  all  other 
commodities  could  not  be  produced  prof¬ 
itably  unless  we  had  price  supports. 

The  report  showed  further  that  faim 
prices  would  fall  substantially  and  pro¬ 
duction  would  continue  to  increase  by 
about  2  percent  per  year  if  all  acreage 
controls — except  tobacco — were  re¬ 
moved  and  price  supports  were  at  levels 
which  would  permit  an  orderly  reduc¬ 
tion  of  currently  excessive  stocks  of 
storable  agricultural  commodities  over  a 
7-  to  10 -year  period. 

Increased  marketings  would  result  in 
average  faim  prices  of  about  90  cents 
per  bushel  for  wheat;  80  cents  a  bushel 
for  com,  with  other  feed  grain  prices 
in  proportion ;  $3  per  hundredweight  for 
rice;  25  cents  a  pound  for  cotton;  $15 
per  100  pounds  for  beef  cattle;  $11.20  per 
100  pounds  for  hogs;  $3.60  per  100 
pounds  for  milk  at  wholesale;  29  cents 
a  dozen  for  eggs;  and  15  cente  a  pound 
for  broilers. 

The  farmers  would  not  ask  for  any 
price  support,  if  every  industiy  can  start 
from  the  same  level.  But  with  contracts 
providing  a  minimum  wage  of  as  much 
as  $1.60  per  hour,  that  affects  the  farmer. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  cost  of  a 
family-type  farmer  getting  into  business 
has  gone  up  from  a  measly  $5,000  to 
$6,000  per  year,  say,  15  years  ago,  to  as 
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much  as  $50,000  today.  A  good  deal  of 
the  production  must  be  mechanized. 

I  am  very  hopeful  that  we  can  con¬ 
tinue  this  program.  We  are  now  in  the 
process  of  extending  the  act  of  1965,  and 
I  believe  that  act  is  a  very  good  one ;  and 
with  a  few  minor  changes  in  it,  we  can 
make  it  better. 

Insofar  as  the  amendment  of  my  good 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Delaware,  is 
concerned,  I  hope  that  it  is  rejected.  He 
has  been  offering  it  for  many  years. 

I  wish  to  point  out  that  the  objective 
of  the  Department  is  to  get  acres  out  of 
production;  and  whether  those  acres 
come  from  a  50-acre  farm  or  a  10,000- 
acre  farm,  the  point  is  that  we  want  the 
acres  out  of  production.  That  is  exactly 
what  takes  place  now.  A  graduated  scale 
of  payments  would  not  work,  in  my  hum¬ 
ble  judgment,  and  I  am  very  hopeful  that 
the  amendment  will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  myself  1 
minute. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  glad  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  brought  out  the  fact 
that  hearings  are  now  pending.  I  had 
already  made  that  statement,  and  I  had 
gone  further  and  invited  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Delaware  to  ap¬ 
pear  before  our  legislative  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  which  is  the  proper  place 
to  request  any  change  in  the  basic  agri¬ 
cultural  legislation.  I  hope  the  distin-. 
guished  Senator  from  Louisiana  will  join 
me  in  that  invitation  to  the  Senator  from 
Delaware. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  hereby  invite  him. 

As  the  Senator  knows,  we  will  present 
to  the  committee  next  week  a  bill  which 
will  have  a  few  amendments,  in  keeping 
with  the  hearings  that  were  held  ap¬ 
proximately  4  or  5  weeks  ago.  It  is  my 
hope  that  we  can  have  hearings  in  the 
next  2  weeks  so  that  we  can  bring  back 
to  the  Senate  a  revised  1965  act.  I  am 
hopeful  that  my  good  friend  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  will  appear  and  testify 
on  the  subject  we  are  now  discussing. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I  de¬ 
sire  to  make  a  further  obseiwation  with 
respect  to  the  question  of  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island. 

I  believe  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  prices 
of  agricultural  products,  especially  as  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  farmer,  have  not  gone  up 
in  relation  to  the  price  of  manufactured 
goods,  wages,  and  so  forth.  I  believe  one 
reason  is  that  this  program  has  helped 
restrain  both  the  fluctuations,  which 
always  cause  dislocation,  and  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  efficiency  of  operation. 
I  believe  that  poulti’y,  which  is  a  big 
industry  in  my  State,  is  a  remarkable 
example  of  that.  These  people  are  now 
receiving  only  14  cents  a  pound  for  the 
poultry  at  the  farm.  I  will  grant  that  one 
must  pay  28  cents  on  sale  and  32  cents 
in  the  regular  market  in  this  area.  It  is 
still  one  of  the  cheapest  items  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  what  purchasers  buy. 

The  people  in  the  poultry  industry  are 
not  supported  directly,  but  the  feed  and 
other  things  that  are  necessary  are  sup¬ 
ported,  and  they  get  a  regular  supply.  I 
believe  it  does  provide  cheap  food. 
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Mr.  HOLLAND  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  has  11  minutes  remaining  on  the 
bill. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
somewhat  confused.  If  I  correctly  un¬ 
derstand  the  statement  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Louisiana,  I  be¬ 
lieve  he  said  that  the  puiTOse  of  this 
bill,  or  one  of  the  purposes,  is  to  take 
acres  out  of  production.  I  can  only  con¬ 
clude  from  such  a  statement  that  the 
framers  of  this  measure  must  recognize 
that  there  is  more  land  potentially  able 
to  produce  than  would  serve  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  country  if  it  were  all  in 
production.  So  we  are  paying  farmers 
money  to  keep  acres  out  of  production. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  imderstand  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Florida  to 
say  that  one  of  the  results  of  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  amendment  proposed  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Delaware 
would  be  to  force  additional  farmers  off 
the  farms  and  thereby  to  reduce  pro¬ 
duction;  and  it  would  follow  logically,  I 
should  think,  that  this  would  result  in 
higher  prices  being  charged  and  being 
demanded  for  agricultural  products. 

The  thing  that  disturbs  me  is  that  ap¬ 
parently  this  bill,  as  it  is  viewed  by 
different  Senators,  would  serve  a  double 
purpose.  On  the  one  hand  it  would  keep 
land  out  of  production,  hold  production 
down,  and  on  the  other  hand  it  would 
keep  farmers  on  the  land  so  that  we  can 
be  assured  of  adequate  production.  To 
me  it  seems  obvious  that  it  is  a  failure. 

We  have  had  a  law  that  results  in 
the  farm  population  receiving,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  testimony  of  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  yesterday,  about  65  percent 
as  much  per  capita  in  personal  income 
as  does  the  average  nonfarm  person  in 
this  coxmtry  today. 

AU  I  can  say  is  that  I  think  it  is  time 
we  overhauled  the  entire  program.  I  shall 
vote  .against  it,  but  I  am  disturbed.  It 
seems  to  me  that  we  are  riding  off  in  two 
different  directions  at  the  same  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  has  at  times  had  that  feeling  of 
frustration  in  connection  with  the  price 
support  program,  which  is  not  popular 
in  my  State.  It  is  my  prediction  that 
anything,  such  as  attempted  here  today, 
even  if  written  into  the  basic  legislation, 
would  drive  off  the  farms  the  very  peo¬ 
ple  we  are  trying  to  keed  on  the  farms, 
the  small  farmers,  and  it  would  enable 
the  large  operators  to  build  bigger  em¬ 
pires. 

I  have  already  invited  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  to  appear  before  our  com¬ 
mittee.  I  extend  that  invitation  to  my 
good  friend,  the  Senator  from  Wyoming. 
We  need  the  best  brains  in  the  Senate 
to  bring  out  the  best  we  can. 

There  is  a  difference  of  opinion  within 
our  committee,  and  further,  I  want  to  say 
that  there  is  a  difference  of  opinion  by 
industries  and  commodities.  They  are  not 
alike  and  production  conditions  are  not 
alike.  Therefore,  it  is  an  exceedingly  dif¬ 
ficult  problem  to  solve. 


I  hope  our  good  friends  will  be  able 
to  accept  the  invitation  to  discuss  this 
matter. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  If  I  may,  let  me  first 
express  my  gratitude  to  the  Senator  for 
the  generous  invitation  to  come  before 
his  committee  and  make  whatever  con¬ 
tribution  I  might  be  able  to  make.  I  have 
no  illusions  at  all  about  the  enormity  of 
the  task  facing  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  in  trying  to  bring 
some  semblance  of  order  out  of  what  I 
think  is  a  chaotic  situation,  with  all  the 
limitations  the  agriculture  program  poses 
to  American  lawmakers. 

Insofar  as  my  State  is  concerned,  I 
recognize  the  importance  nationally  and 
strategically  of  our  being  somewhat  in¬ 
dependent  and  self-sufficient,  and  having 
a  production  potential  in  this  country 
that  adds  to  our  national  security  by 
seeing  that  we  are  able  to  produce  all 
the  things  we  need. 

I  have  felt  for  some  time,  as  far  as 
livestock  and  wool  are  concerned,  that 
we  would  be  better  off  by  bringing  mean¬ 
ingful  quotas  into  being  so  that  with 
respect  to  imports  our  production  could 
be  better  protected.  More  than  11  per¬ 
cent  of  our  red  meat  in  this  country  was 
imported  last  year  and  the  effect  it  had 
on  ranchers  and  farmers  was  nothing 
short  of  disaster. 

I  appreciate  the  generous  invitation 
and  I  will  be  very  happy  to  make  what¬ 
ever  contribution  I  can. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  how  much  time  do  I  have  remain¬ 
ing? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  has  19  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  in  the  last  hour  we  have  heard  so 
many  expressions  of  sympathy  for  these 
poor  farmers  in  America  that  I  thought 
I  had  better  join  in  this  expression  of 
sympathy  and  lend  a  word  of  encourage¬ 
ment  to  my  brothers  on  the  floor  by 
pointing  out  that  the  approval  of  this 
amendment  would  not  destroy  these  poor 
farmers  for  whom  they  are  so  concerned. 
I  refer  to.  part  2  of  the  committee  re¬ 
port,  which  is  on  the  desk  of  each  Sen¬ 
ator.  I  wish  to  call  this  matter  to  the 
particular  attention  to  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island,  inasmuch  as  he  raised  this 
question  and  expressed  interest  in  it. 

Total  payments  imder  this  program 
are  estimated  at  $3,081  million.  That 
amount  is  paid  out  imder  this  type  of 
payment  we  are  dealing  with  here.  It  is 
estimated  about  6  percent  of  our  popula¬ 
tion  is  on  the  farms,  which  is  about  12 
million  people.  I  do  not  know  how  many 
receive  these  payments,  but  they  rim 
into  millions  of  farmers.  The  committee 
report  does  not  list  the  number  of  farm¬ 
ers  that  draw  less  than  $5,000,  so  I  can¬ 
not  give  that  figure.  However,  those  who 


draw  less  than  $5,000  are  not  affected 
by  this  bill,  and  there  are  millions  of  per¬ 
sons  getting  less  than  $5,000. 

The  payments  to  farmers  drawing  less 
than  $5,000  total  $1,852  million,  or  60 
percent  of  the  total.  They  would  not  be 
affected.  Therefore,  there  are  millions  of 
small  farmers  who  are  not  affected  one 
iota  by  this  amendment.  A  $10,000  ceiling 
on  payments  would  exempt^ $380  million 
additional  from  this  amendment. 

Which  farmers  are  affected?  It  would 
affect  about  30,000  farmers  in  the  en¬ 
tire  United  States,  and  they  are  affected 
only  to  the  extent  they  would  get  paid 
more  than  $10,000.  I  sympathize  with 
these  persons,  and  perhaps  eventually 
we  will  have  to  adopt  or  expand  the 
poverty  program  to  take  care  of  some  of 
these  people. 

Nevertheless,  for  the  moment,  let  us 
see  what  happens  under  existing  law. 
Five  farmers  draw  over  $1  million,  for  a 
total  of  $10,889,036.  I  do  not  think  those 
“poor  fellows”  are  going  to  the  poor 
house.  Fifteen  farmers  received  $9,356,- 
000;  388  farmers  received  $64,883,000; 
1285  farmers  received  $84,603,000;  4,843 
farmers  received  $161,642,000;  9,894 

farmers  received  $186,931,000;  15,415 

farmers  received  $186,318,000. 

These  were  all  receiving  above  the 
$10,000  limitation,  referred  to  in  my 
amendment. 

The  average  is  around  $50,000  apiece, 
and  they  are  drawing  all  the  way  up  to 
millions  of  dollars. 

All  I  am  proposing  to  do  is  to  roll  the 
amount  back  to  $10,000.  That  would  not 
affect  the  small  farmers  one  iota.  They 
would  have  an  advantage;  and  why 
should  we  not  give  them  an  advantage? 

One  of  the  farmers  in  that  large  group 
is  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary, 
which  received  $89,697.  That  land  be¬ 
longs  to  the  penitentiary.  I  do  not  think 
that  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  is 
one  of  America’s  small  farmers. 

I  notice  that  the  State  of  Montana 
received  $553,358  not  to  cultivate  its 
farms.  I  respect  the  State  of  Montana 
as  much  as  I  respect  my  own  State,  but 
it  does  not  have  to  be  paid  not  to  culti¬ 
vate  the  land. 

We  have  $653,252  being  paid  to  one 
corporate-type  farmer  in  Mississippi. 
This  is  owned  by  British  interests.  Why 
should  we  pay  the  British  that  amount  of 
money  not  to  farm  in  the  United  States? 

Much  is  said  about  the  wool  program. 
I  say  again  that  the  small  wool  producer 
is  not  affected.  Certainly  we  need  wool 
in  this  coimtry,  but  let  us  not  take  all  the 
fleece  off  the  American  taxpayer.  We  have 
about  shorn  the  American  taxpayer.  They 
need  help.  Let  them  keep  a  little  wool  on 
their  backs. 

My  proposal  would  not  affect  the  mil¬ 
lions  of  smaU  farmers  who  would  be 
eligible  to  get  full  pasmients  up  to 
$10,000. 

I  do  not  see  how  we  can  justify  these 
large  payments.  The  argument  is  made 
that  the  sugar  program  is  self-sustain¬ 
ing,  in  that  we  take  the  tax  on  the  sugar 
and  put  it  in  a  special  fund  to  pay  the 
subsidy  payments.  To  an  extent,  that  is 
true,  but  on  the  other  hand,  we  could 
take  the  income  tax  that  the  farmers 
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of  America  pay  and  put  that  in  a  fund  by 
itself,  and  we  could  say  that  that  pays 
their  own  subsidies.  We  could  take  the 
income  tax  of  the  corporations  of  Amer¬ 
ica,  and  we  could  say  that  that  pays  their 
subsidies.  If  we  are  going  to  give  every¬ 
one  back  his  taxes  in  some  fonn  of  sub¬ 
sidy,  on  what  will  we  inm  the  Govern¬ 
ment? 

The  mere  fact  that  the  funds  are  ear¬ 
marked  does  not  mean  they  are  not  com¬ 
ing  out  of  the  Federal  Treasury.  This 
amendment  does  have  merit.  The  very 
least  we  can  do  at  a  time  when  we  plan 
to  cut  $6  billion — that  is  what  the  Sen¬ 
ate  has  decided  to  do  from  next  year’s 
spending — is  to  establish  a  system  of 
priorities.  There  is  merit  to  every  pro¬ 
gram  we  are  proposing  to  cut,  but  at  some 
point,  somewhere,  we  must  establish 
priorities.  If  we  do  not,  then  we  will  be 
delegating  authority  to  the  President. 

I  think  we  have  a  responsibility  here. 
I  appreciate  the  good  intentions  of  those 
who  oppose  the  amendment.  I  do  not 
question  for  one  moment  their  sincerity. 
They  have  an  argument  on  their  side. 
But  there  is  not  a  single  program  that 
I  know  of  that  will  be  debated  in  the 
Senate  during  this  session,  when  we  are 
trying  to  cut,  that  someone  cannot  rise 
on  the  floor  and  give  an  excellent  argu¬ 
ment  as  to  the  merits  of  the  program. 

I  think  we  must  cut  some  of  the  pro¬ 
grams  that  do  have  merit.  I  point  out 
again  that  if  we  adopt  the  amendment 
there  will  still  be  $2,400,000,000  to  be  paid 
to  millions  of  American  farmers  who 
would  not  be  affected  one  iota  by  the 
payments  left  under  the  bill. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  makes  a  persuasive  argument,  which 
is  music  to  the  ears  of  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island,  because  I  do  represent  a 
consuming  State  and  I  have  voted  with 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  time  and 
again.  But  I  know  this:  I  have  been  a 
Senator  now  for  18  years  and  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  commodity  subsidization  has  been 
one  of  the  most  perplexing  problems  we 
have  had  to  contend  with.  As  a  matter 
of  fact  every  presidential  candidate,  has 
always  talked  about  it.  They  are  doing  it 
even  today  in  various  parts  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  I  quite  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Delaware — may  I  have  his  attention,  be¬ 
cause  there  is  no  need  to  talk  if  he  is  not 
listening? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Excuse 
me.  I  am  listening. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  quite  agree  with  the 
Senator  that  this  needs  quite  a  consider¬ 
able  review.  There  is  no  question  about 
that.  It  needs  some  modification.  There  is 
no  question  in  my  mind  about  that.  But, 
what  has  the  Senator  to  say  to  the  argu¬ 
ment  made  by  the  Senator  from  Florida 
that  because  of  the  authorizations  in  the 
basic  law,  we  have  already  made  commit¬ 
ments  to  these  producers  and  now  we 
would  withdraw  that  commitment. 
Would  we  not  be  breaking  faith  on  this 
appropriation  bill,  which  raises  a  serious 
question  in  my  mind  as  to  whether  this 
is  the  proper  way  to  do  it? 

I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Florida 
that  this  should  be  referred  to  his  com¬ 
mittee  and  studied  very  thoroughly.  Pos¬ 
sibly,  we  should  wait  to  see  what  the  new 
President  has  to  say  about  it  because  it 
is  one  of  the  most  important  problems 


confronting  the  American  people, 
whether  producer  or  consumer.  The 
magic  of  America,  the  miracle  of  Amer¬ 
ica,  is  that  we  have  always  been  able  to 
produce  a  great  deal  more  than  we  actu¬ 
ally  need  for  our  own  subsistence.  More¬ 
over,  we  have  shared  much  of  our  bounty 
and  largess  with  other  countries  of  the 
world. 

Some  people  argue  that  if  we  did  not 
have  the  program  at  all  and  had  no  re¬ 
straints  at  all,  a  producer  could  produce 
whatever  he  wanted  and  And  his  own 
way  on  the  open,  free  market. 

There  are  two  questions  I  have  in  my 
mind:  Why  does  the  Senator  from  Del¬ 
aware  include  anyone  at  all?  Why  $10,- 
000  to  anyone?  Why  5  cents  to  anyone? 
If  a  man  has  to  take  his  chances  on 
selling  what  he  grows,  then  what  dif¬ 
ference  does  it  make  whether  it  is  $10,- 
000  or  $15,000?  Where  does  he  get  the 
figure  to  shut  it  off  at  $10,000?  That  is 
question  No.  1. 

Question  No.  2  is  whether  it  is  not 
rather  unfair  at  this  moment,  and  an 
element  of  breaking  faith  after  having 
passed  an  authorization  bill  and  indulg¬ 
ing  in  this  program,  that  we  now  say 
that  in  the,  bill  which  provides  the 
money,  they  cannot  have  the  money? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  First,  as 
to  the  commitments  of  the  wheat  farmer 
and  the  corn  farmer,  those  who  are  going 
to  participate  in  this  program.  That 
corn  is  planted  and  will  be  planted  be¬ 
fore  this  fiscal  year  is  out,  and  they  will 
have  established  their  eligibility  to  be 
paid  under  1968  commitments.  As  to  the 
commitments  made  in  the  next  planting 
season,  which  would  be  wheat,  which 
would  be  seeded  in  the  fall,  those  com¬ 
mitments  are  not  there.  We  can  make 
the  same  argument  that  if  we  make  it  in 
January,  because  the  wheat  is  in  the 
ground,  there  is  aiways  one  type  of  crop 
in  the  ground  which  will  be  planted,  so 
that  we  can  fulfill  the  commitments  on 
those  farmers  who  have  actually  planted 
their  crops.  They  would  still  fulfill  their 
commitments  if  it  was  adopted.  So  we 
will  always  have  that  cutoff. 

As  to  the  argument,  “Why  don’t  I 
testify  before  the  Agricultural  Commit¬ 
tee?’’  let  me  say  that  I  was  a  member 
of  the  Agriculture  Committee  several 
years  ago.  Both  then  and  since,  I  have 
been  consistently  and  repeatedly  trying 
to  get  a  limitation  on,  so  there  is  nothing 
new  in  this  proposal.  I  will  be  before  the 
Agriculture  Committee.  I  appreciate  the 
invitation  of  the  Senator  from  Florida, 
but  I  am  going  to  be  there,  anyway,  I 
will  get  the  same  arguments  then  that 
we  get  when  we  get  on  authorizations, 
that  there  is  precedent  in  the  Senate, 
that  it  did  write  a  ceiling  on  payments. 
That  same  argument  was  made  so  that 
we  can  write  a  ceiling  in. 

As  to  the  argument  about  waiting  for 
the  next  President,  I  do  not  think  we 
can  afford  to  wait.  We  are  proposing  to 
cut  $6  billion  from  the  1969  expendi¬ 
tures  under  that  budget.  Some  of  that 
will  be  reflected  between  now  aRd  the 
time  we  inaugurate  Nixon  but,  neverthe¬ 
less — [laughter] — we  cannot  just  wait 
on  all  this  and  expect  Mr.  Nixon  to 
put  the  $6  billion  into  effect  in  the  last 
half  of  the  fiscal  year.  I  think  we  have 
got  to  distribute  it  across  the  board. 
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Seriously  speaking,  though,  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  be  confronted  with  the  question  of 
establishing  priorities.  I  just  personally 
feel — although  I  appreciate  the  argu¬ 
ment  of  my  friend  from  Rhode  Island — 
that  there  is  no  violation  of  a  commit¬ 
ment  here  because,  as  I  said  before,  the 
grain  farmers  will  not  be  planting  corn 
in  the  month  of  June.  If  I  am  not  mis¬ 
taken,  the  deadline  for  signing  up  for 
the  grain  crop  was  March  15.  Anyway, 
that  time  has  passed.  They  can  sign  up 
for  wheat,  and  the  wheat  that  would  be 
planted  in  the  fall  would  be  affected. 
There  is  no  question  about  that.  But  they 
would  know  it,  and  they  could  make  their 
plans  accordingly. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  hope  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  does  not  have  the 
impression  that  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  is  trying  to  be  fimny - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  from  Delaware.  No. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  was  not  suggesting 
who  might  be  the  next  President  of  the 
United  States.  I  do  not  think  that  has 
anything  to  do  with  it.  I  hope  that  I  was 
not  misunderstood  in  that  regard,  nor 
that  I  suggest - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No. 

Mr.  PASTORE  (continuing).  That 
people  who  drive  around  in  air-condi¬ 
tioned  Cadillacs  are  expanding  the  pov¬ 
erty  population.  Wit  is  wit  and  being 
funny  is  being  funny,  but  I  do  feel  that 
what  we  are  discussing  here  is  a  matter 
of  sincerity  and  seriousness.  I  do  not 
think  it  could  be  called  in  any  way  funny. 
I  do  not  see  what  is  funny  about  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  point 
I  am  making  is - 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  do  not  see  what  is 
so  funny  about  this  as  to  provoke  any 
laughter.  That  has  no  place  in  this 
debate. 

I  hope  that  we  are  talking  about  a  very 
serious  problem.  I  hope  that  we  are  all 
trying  to  be  fair.  I  hope  we  are  not  try¬ 
ing  to  outmatch  one  another  with  wit  or 
facetiousness.  I  hope  that  is  not  the  case. 
We  can  disagree  without  being  disagree¬ 
able  and  without  making  fun.  I  do  not 
believe  this  is  any  funmaking  matter. 
I  think  we  must  conduct  ourselves  as 
men,  and  talk  as  men,  with  commonsense 
and  clarity. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
sorry  if  I  offehded  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island - 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  Senator  did  not 
offend  me,  but - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Let  us 
face  if - . 

Mr.  PASTORE.  If  this  is  a  question 
of  laughter,  it  does  not  make  any  sense 
to  me. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  agree 
with  the  Senator  that  it  is  not  a  laugh¬ 
ing  matter,  sometimes,  a  good  laugh  does 
a  guy  good. 

In  all  seriousness,  let  me  say  that  I 
was  answering  the  point  of  why  we  can¬ 
not  wait  until  we  get  the  next  President. 

That  argument  can  be  made  on  every 
proposal  to  cut  during  the  time  we  are 
acting  on  appropriation  bills,  if  we  are 
going  to  postpone  all  these  reductions. 

It  certainly  is  not  a  laughing  matter, 
but  the  reason  I  made  that  proposal  is 
that  some  of  the  spokesmen  think  that 
we  should  postpone  these  cuts  until  after 
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the  first  of  the  year.  The  intention  of  the 
$6  billion  cut  is  that  part  of  the  reduction 
should  be  allocated  to  this  half  of  the 
fiscal  year  and  part  of  it  to  the  next  half. 
There  may  be  a  difference  of  opinion 
as  to  whether  we  should  or  should  not 
cut,  but  if  we  are, going  to  cut,  we  have 
to  start  somewhere,  and  if  we  do,  it  is 
going  to  hit  some  programs  which  many 
of  us  feel  are  important. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  think 
the  argument  of  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  has  great  merit.  It  is  one  thing  to 
limit  payments  and  another  thing  to 
change  the  whole  concept  of  many  of 
these  agricultural  programs:  for  exam¬ 
ple,  the  sugar  program.  We  lower  the 
tariffs.  We  take  cheap,  foreign  produced 
sugar.  Of  course,  at  times  the  world  price 
goes  higher  and  the  American  public  gets 
taken.  So  in  the  long  run,  the  program  is 
to  their  benefit.  But  the  whole  program  is 
based  on  these  payments.  Many  farmers, 
even  those  with  fair  sized  farms,  and 
especially  average  size  farms,  would  be 
hurt  by  this  amendment,  particularly  if 
the  farmer  is  involved  in  the  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  and  sugar  programs  the  same  year. 

With  respect  to  wheat,  the  whole  pro¬ 
gram  was  changed  to  lower  price  sup¬ 
ports,  so  that  the  price  of  wheat  now  is 
about  the  same  as  the  world  market 
price.  There  is  practically  no  export  sub¬ 
sidy  involved.  The  program  provides  that 
for  that  portion  of  the  wheat  consumed 
in  the  United  States,  the  farmer  will  re¬ 
ceive  full  parity  or  about  $2.60  a  bushel. 
The  difference  is  made  up  by  the  wheat 
certificate  payment.  The  small  and  large 
farmer  alike  are  entitled  to  the  payment, 
because  under  the  concept  of  that  pro¬ 
gram,  that  is  what  he  is  supposed  to  re¬ 
ceive  on  that  part  of  the  wheat  consumed 
in  the  United  States.  So  you  would  have 
to  go  into  the  rewriting  of  many  of  these 
programs.  Therefore,  I  believe  there  is 
more  involved  than  just  limiting  the 
amount  of  the  payments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendment  has  expired. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
ready  to  vote. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes  on  the  bill,  to  make 
three  points. 

The  first  is  that — and  I  want  the  whole 
Senate  to  understand  this — this  bill  is  a 
barebones  bill.  Senators  will  see,  on  page 
1  of  our  report,  the  two  figm’es  applica¬ 
ble.  As  compared  with  the  appropriations 
act  of  last  year,  we  are  $1.615-plus  bil¬ 
lion  under  that  act.  As  compared  with 
the  budget  estimates  for  this  year,  we 
are  $1.387-plus  billion  imder  that  esti¬ 
mate.  That  is  the  first  point. 

The  second  point  is  this:  Like  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island,  I  noted  the 
complete  lack  of  any  answer  on  the  part 
of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  to  a  point 
I  made  in'  my  original  presentation,  and 
that  is  this  bill  provides  $350  million  to 
apply  on  obligations  set  up  this  year, 
1968,  but  payable  the  next  fiscal  year. 
Senators  will  find  that  refen’ed  to  on 
page  35  of  the  report.  I  read  these  words : 

The  amount  proposed  includes  $350,467,000 
to  liquidate  contract  authorization  estab¬ 
lished  in  fiscal  1968  and  payable  against 
obligations  in  fiscal  1969. 


There  Is  not  any  question  about  it. 
This  amendment  would  prevent  carrying 
out  our  contractual  obligations  to  peo¬ 
ple  relying  upon  the  faith  of  the  United 
States. 

The  third  point,  which  I  noted  the 
Senator  made  no  attempt  to  answer  in 
the  beginning,  and  which  I  think  is  un¬ 
answerable.  We  had  the  solicitor  from 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  down 
yesterday.  He  told  us  that,  as  to  this 
amendment,  there  is  no  question  that 
the  basic  legislation  was  left  intact — and 
the  Senator  from  Eielaware  knows  that— 
and  under  that  basic  legislation  many 
farmers  would  be  entitled  to  over  $10,000, 
and  they  would  have  a  complete  right  to 
have  a  claim  against  the  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment,  which  we  would  have  to  recognize 
either  in  an  additional  appropriation  or 
which  could  even  be  reduced  to  a  judg¬ 
ment  against  the  United  States. 

No  effort  was  made  to  answer  those 
two  points,  and  I  think  they  alone  are 
enough  to  require  rejection  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield  me  1  minute? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  respect 
the  positions  of  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida.  It  is  still  my  contention  that  as  far 
as  feed  grains  are  concerned  the  period 
for  signing  a  contract  is  over.  No  farmer 
can  sign  up  from  this  date  on  for  the 
1968  crop,  and  they  would  be  eligible  for 
payments,  and  those  payments  will  be 
made.  They  can  stop  signing  up  under 
the  program  for  the  fall  plantings  in  this 
calendar  year.  In  my  view,  that  would 
not  violate  contracts.  - 

There  is  no  need  to  debate  this  further. 
It  would  apply  only  next  year.  The  basic 
law  does  need  amendment.  I  had  hoped 
we  could  amend  it,  but  the  amendment 
was  subject  to  a  point  of  order.  We  will, 
try  it  later,  but,  at  the  very  least,  we  can 
adopt  this  amendment  here  today. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  join  my 
distinguished  colleague  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  in  support  of 
his  “saving”  amendment.  This  amend¬ 
ment  would  cut  $600  million  for  agricul¬ 
ture  subsidy  programs  by  limiting  the 
annual  maximum  payment  to  $10,000  per 
farm. 

If  critics  are  concerned  for  budget 
cuts,  this  is  a  good  place  to  begin.  This 
is  the  program  which  allows  one  giant 
coi*poration  farm  owned  by  British  inter¬ 
ests  to  collect  more  than  $600,000  an¬ 
nually.  Another  recepient  of  subsidies 
over  $10,000  is  the  Louisiana  State  Pen¬ 
itentiary  Farm. 

The  original  intent  of  the  subsidy  pro¬ 
gram  was  to  help  the  small  farmer.  Indi¬ 
ana  has  a  lot  of  small  fai-mers.  Our  farm¬ 
ers  in  the  76  counties,  which  were  de^ 
dared  disaster  areas  last  year,  would  be 
grateful  of  this  saving.  There  are  not 
enough  funds  in  the  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  Emergency  Loan  Bank  to 
provide  these  people  with  desperately 
needed  aid.  I  might  add  that  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  has  just  estimated 
flood  damages  on  the  Wabash  River  and 
its  tributaries  this  year  at  $15,000,000  to 
farmlands. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  join  in  support  of 
a  $600,000,000  cut  in  farm  subsidies.  In 
my  own  State  of  Indiana  only  130  farms 


receive  over  $10,000  a  year.  Two  receive 
over  $50,000  and  only  seven  over  $25,000. 

For  fiscal  year  1969  our  committees 
have  been  forced  to  cut  far  more  deserv¬ 
ing  programs  than  this  one — watersheds, 
reservoir  construction,  and  land  acquisi¬ 
tion  for  conservation.  Let  us  get  our 
priorities  in  line  and  stop  support  to  for¬ 
eign  interests  and  corporate  giants. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
Fong],  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  the  text  of  some 
remarks  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  had 
intended  to  deliver  today. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

AGRICtrLTURAL  PAYMENT  LIMIT  WOULD 

Destroy  Hawah’s  Sugar  Industry 

Mr.  Pong.  Mr.  President,  I  am  unalterably 
opposed  to  tbe  Williams  amendment  to  es¬ 
tablish  a  ceiling  of  $10,000  for  agricultural 
payments,  Including  compliance  payments 
to  U.S.  sugar  growers. 

There  is  no  question  that  such  a  limit 
would  destroy  the  sugar  industry  in  Hawaii. 
This  in  turn  would  deal  a  staggering  blow 
to  Hawaii’s  economy,  which  is  based  heavily 
on  the  sugar  industry. 

Sugar,  Hawaii’s  leading  farm  crop,  yields 
more  than  190  million  dollars  a  year  in  in¬ 
come  to  the  economy  of  our  Islands.  It 
provides  full-time  jobs  for  some  12,000  work¬ 
ers  and  pays  them  over  69  million  dollars  in 
wages.  Hawaii’s  sugar  workers  are  the  high¬ 
est  paid  agricultural  workers  in  the  world. 

Hawaii’s  sugar  producers  comply  with  all 
the  requirements  of  the  Sugar  Act  in  order 
to  qualify  for  compliance  payments.  In  other 
words,  Hawaii’s  sugar  producers  comply  with 
production  restrictions,  pay  “fair”  wages  to 
workers,  do  not  employ  child  labor,  and  if 
they  are  processors  too,  they  pay  “fair” 
prices  for  sugar  cane.  In  so  doing,  Hawaii’s 
sugar  producers  earn  entitlement  to  pay¬ 
ments  out  of  a  fund  consisting  of  Federal 
excise  taxes  collected  by  the  Treasury  on 
all  sugar,  foreign  and  domestic,  processed  in 
the  United  States. 

The  purpose  of  the  sugar  excise  tax  is  to 
provide  funds  to  pay  U.S.  sugar  producers  or 
processors  for  maintaining  good  working 
conditions,  promoting  orderly  development 
of  the  sugar  industry,  and  stabilizing  the 
price  of  sugar  for  our  domestic  consumers. 
Compliance  payments,  therefore,  are  not  a 
subsidy. 

However,  compliance  payments  are  an  in¬ 
tegral  part  of  the  U.S.  sugar  program  de¬ 
signed  to  assure  American  consumers  ample 
supplies  of  this  essential  staple  at  modest 
prices.  If  this  amendment  is  approved  to 
limit  compliance  payments  to  $10,000,  the 
sugar  industry  in  Hawaii  could  not  survive. 
Hawaii  would  sufier  tremendous  disruption 
of  her  economy  and  of  her  economic  growth. 

Loss  of  Hawaii’s  sugar  industry  would  not 
only  inflict  great  damage  on  my  State,  it 
would  also  have  very  adverse  consequences 
on  the  entire  domestic  production  of  sugar. 
For'  Hawaii  produces  about  one-sixth  of  all 
U.S.  sugar  production.  Compliance  payments 
are  therefore  not  only  crucial  to  Hawaii  but 
vital  to  the  stability  of  the  U.S.  domestic 
sugar  industry. 

It  should  be  remembered  that  these  pay¬ 
ments  are  made  on  a  sliding  scale;  the  lower 
the  production,  the  higher  the  compliance 
payment  per  ton  of  sugar.  In  this  way,  small 
producers  receive  more  per  ton  in  compliance 
payments  than  large  producers. 

Only  those  growers  who  produce  350  tons 
of  sugar  or  less  are  entitled  to  the  maximum 
authorized  compliance  payment  of  $16  a  ton. 
Large  growers  receive  less  per  ton,  with  the 
largest  paid  $7  a  ton. 

The  largest  payment  made  to  Hawaii’s 
sugar  producers  in  1965  was  $8.83  per  ton. 
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whereas  compliance  payments  to  producers 
in  other  domestic  areas  went  as  high  as  the 
maximum  of  $16.00  a  ton. 

Total  compliance  payments  to  Hawaiian 
companies  ranged  from  a  low  of  $54,600  to  a 
high  of  $1,177,000,  with  the  majority  of  com¬ 
panies  receiving  over  $200,000.  These  large 
payments  are  necessitated  by  the  special  na¬ 
ture  of  sugar  cane  production.  Unlike  many 
other  agricultural  commodities,  sugar  cane 
needs  vast  acreages  in  order  to  attain  high 
efficiency.  Hawaii  sugar  producers  must  plant 
enormous  acreage  before  they  can  produce  a 
high  output  of  cane  and  achieve  the  efficiency 
of  labor  that  will  make  Hawaii’s  sugar  com¬ 
petitive  in  the  marketplace. 

There  are  about  237,000  acres  devoted  to 
cane  and  at  least  one-half  of  this  acreage 
must  be  irrigated.  Because  of  Hawaii’s  moun¬ 
tainous  terrain,  expansion  of  acreage  is  lim¬ 
ited  and  costly.  Sugar  producers  have  spent 
large  sums  of  their  own  money — none  Fed¬ 
eral — ^to  develop  and  operate  wells,  reservoirs, 
ditches,  and  tunnels  of  the  elaborate  irriga¬ 
tion  systems  now  in  use.  Haiwaii’s  sugar  in¬ 
dustry  also  spends  more  than  two  and  one- 
half  million  dollars  annually  on  sugar  re¬ 
search,  an  activity  financed  by  the  producers 
since  1895.  As  a  resut  of  the  Hawaii  sugar  in¬ 
dustry’s  own  efforts,  Hawaii  has  one  of  the 
highest  sugar  yields  per  acre  of  any  area  of 
the  world. 

Efficiency  per  acre  is  a  “must”  for  Hawaii’s 
sugar  producers,  considering  the  cost  of  mod¬ 
ern  equipment,  the  cost  of  its  skilled  labor, 
and  the  great  distance  of  Hawaii  from  Main¬ 
land  markets.  Hawaii’s  closest  market  for 
sugar  is  San  Francisco,  some  2400  miles  away. 
Most  of  the  Hawaiian  sugar  is  refined  at 
Crockett  near  San  Francisco  and  is  marketed 
in  26  western  and  mid-western  States,  includ¬ 
ing  Alaska. 

These  are  some  of  the  compelling  reasons 
for  development  and  operation  of  large  farm¬ 
ing  units  in  Hawaii.  There  are  25  large  sugar 
plantations  which  produce  some  93  per  cent 
of  Hawaii’s  sugar.  The  other  seven  per  cent 
is  produced  by  750  small  Independent  grow¬ 
ers.  The  small  producers  receive  higher  com¬ 
pliance  payments  per  ton  than  the  large  pro¬ 
ducers.  Since  compliance  payments  are  based 
on  total  farm  production  and  most  Hawaiian 
sugar  is  produced  on  the  large  plantation 
company  farms,  many  of  the  total  payments 
are  large. 

I  would  like  to  point  out,  however,  that  in 
every  year  since  the  inception  of  the  Sugar 
Act,  the  excise  tax  paid  on  sugar  produced 
in  Hawaii  has  substantially  exceeded  the 
compliance  payments  to  our  sugar  compa¬ 
nies.  In  1965,  the  latest  year  for  which  I 
have  figures  available,  the  U.S.  Treasury 
collected  $11,607,060  in  taxes  on  Hawaiian 
sugar,  and  paid  back  a  total  of  $10,760,112 
in  compliance  payments  to  Hawaiian  sugar 
companies.  Thus,  in  1965  as  in  past  years, 
Hawaii  paid  more  in  taxes  that  it  received 
in  compliance  payments.  Clearly,  there  is 
no  net  drain  on  the  U.S.  Treasury. 

In  fact,  during  the  life  of  the  Sugar  Act, 
the  Treasury  has  collected  over  $500,000,000 
more  in  the  sugar  excise  taxes  than  it  paid 
out  in  compliance  payments  to  U.S.  sugar 
producers.  This  program  has  operated  at  a 
profit  to  the  U.S.  Treasury. 

Over  the  period  of  the  last  ten  years,  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  sugar  producers  in  Hawaii  would 
have  operated  at  a  net  loss  if  there  were  no 
compliance  payments.  In  fact,  many  of  our 
companies  were  in  the  red  even  with  these 
payments.  No  industry  can  survive  if  it  is 
consistently  in  the  red.  Any  lowering  of  the 
celling  on  compliance  payments  would  sound 
the  death  knell  for  Hawaii’s  sugar  indus¬ 
try.  It  would  be  an  economic  disaster  for  my 
State,  which  is  the  largest  sugar  producing 
State.  There  are  no  important  alternative 
agricultural  uses  for  the  land  now  used  for 
sugar  cane. 

Hawaii’s  sugar  Industry  faces  large  new 
costs  over  the  next  few  years  as  it  cooperates 


in  the  nationwide  drive  against  water  pollu¬ 
tion.  It  has  agreed  to  prevent  dumping  of 
bagasse  into  streams  and  ocean,  a  process 
that  will  require  substantial  exp>enditures. 
'The  sugar  industry  also  faces  unknown,  but 
undoubtedly  large,  expenditures  in  com¬ 
plying  with  Hawaii’s  water  quality  standards 
on  turbidity  and  thermal  pollution.  Such 
added  costs  will  put  an  extra  financial  drain 
on  Hawaii’s  sugar  producers. 

To  summarize,  the  sugar  industry  in 
Hawaii  provides  year-round  employment  for 
some  12,000  people.  It  pays  over  $69,000,000  in 
wages.  Sugar  workers  in  Hawaii  are  the 
highest  paid  agricultural  workers  in  the 
world.  Sugar  represents  a  private  Investment 
of  $200,000,000,  with  12,500  Individual  stock¬ 
holders,  of  whom  more  than  two-thirds  live 
in  Hawaii. 

The  Williams  amendment  would  destroy 
these  jobs  and  this  investment.  It  would 
deal  a  death  blow  to  our  sugar  industry  and 
plunge  the  economy  of  Hawaii  into  a  tail- 
spin  from  which  it  would  be 'very  difficult  to 
recover. 

Hawaii’s  sugar  industry  has  been  a  world 
leader  in  sugar  technology  and  mechaniza¬ 
tion.  It  has  served  our  nation  well  in  .war 
and  in  peace,  providing  sugar  so  basic  to 
human  needs. 

It  would  be  unthinkable  for  the  Senate 
to  approve  the  pending  amendment,  which 
would  surely  destroy  one  of  Hawaii’s  prime 
industries. 

I  am  totally  opposed  to  this  amendment. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  voting 
against  the  Williams  amendment. 

Mr.  PEARSON.  Mr.  President,  I  find 
myself  in  agreement  with  much  of  what 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Delaware 
has  said.  I  have  studied  the  statistics 
which  he  placed  in  the  Record  last  week, 
identifying  the  number  of  farms  which 
received  ASCS  pasnnents  totaling  $50,000 
and  over.  And,  like  him,  I  find  subsidies 
in  this  magnitude  to  be  outlandish. 

I  am  in  full  agreement  with  the  propo¬ 
sition  that  there  should  be  a  limitation 
on  subsidy  payments  to  individual  farm 
operations.  However,  I  have  voted  against 
such  limitations  in  the  past,  and  I  will 
vote  against  the  $10,000-per-farm  limita¬ 
tion  proposed  by  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  today. 

I  do  so  because,  although  I  support  the 
idea  of  a  subsidy  limitation,  I  am  not  at 
all  satisfied  in  my  own  mind  as  to  where 
and  how  that  cutoff  should  be  applied. 

Indeed,  if  we  are  to  have  subsidy  limi¬ 
tations,  and  I  believe  that  we  should,  I  do 
not  think  that  an  arbitrary,  across-the- 
board  limitation  would  be  at  all  practical. 
There  are  just  too  many  types  of  farm¬ 
ing  operations  in  our  various  agricultural 
regions  to  be  fitted  under  one  arbitrary 
cutoff  figure  without  causing  a  great 
number  of  inequities. 

Thus,  we  need  to  devise  a  formula 
which  would  be  flexible  enough  to  take 
into  accoimt  the  various  farming  opera¬ 
tions.  I  wofild  fm’ther  suggest  that  the 
guiding  goal  in  devising  such  a  formula 
should  be  centered  around  the  notion 
of  what  constitutes  a  family  farm  op¬ 
eration. 

The  great  bulk  of  all  our  agricultural 
programs  are  based  on  the  fundamental 
and  nationally  accepted  policy  of  encour¬ 
aging  the  family  farm  system.  Therefore, 
in  a  very  real  sense,  our  agricultural  pro¬ 
grams.  can  be  considered  failures  to  the 
extent  that  they  do  not  serve  to  protect 
the  family  farm  system  and/or  serve  to 
encourage  non-family-farm  operations. 
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It  is  fairly  obvious  that  a  farm  opera¬ 
tion  large  enough  to  receive  a  $1  million 
subsidy  payment  is  not  a  family  farm. 
Payments  of  this  size  could,  however,  be 
justified  if  it  could  be  demonstrated  that 
there  were  certain  beneficial  side  effects 
to  legitimate  family  farmers.  Indeed, 
many  have  argued  this  point  in  the  past. 
They  have  said  that  if  large,  corporate- 
type  farm  operations  were  not  brought 
into  the  production  control  program, 
thereby  qualifying  them  for  the  subsidy 
payments,  they  would  greatly  increase 
their  production  on  the  acres  which  had 
been  freed  from  control  measures.  This 
increased  production  then  would  tend  to 
force  a  general  decline  in  farm  prices 
thus  creating  new  economic  difficulties 
for  the  family  farmer  who  would  be  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  control  program. 

This  argument  may  have  a  certain 
validity,  but  I  must  confess  I  am  finding 
it  increasingly  difficult  to  accept.  I  doubt 
that  over  the  long  run  there  would  be 
any  significant  increase  in  production. 

Thus  the  principle  of  a  family  farm 
cutoff  certainly  makes  sense  to  me.  But 
again  from  my  study  of  the  matter,  I  do 
not  think  we  have  the  data  and  adequate 
farm  classifications  to  reach  agreement 
on  this  point  at  this  time. 

But  one  thing  is  clear ;  Something  must 
be  done.  We  must  not  simply  continue  to 
push  this  very  legitimate  issue  aside. 

Therefore,  I  very  much  hope  that  the 
appropriate  committees  of  Congress,  and 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  as  well, 
will  imdertake  serious  studies  as  soon  as 
possible,  aimed  at  coming  up  with  some 
meaningful  family  subsidy  cutoff  for¬ 
mula. 

Such  studies  would  be  timely.  With  the 
expiration  next  year  of  the  Agriculture 
Act  of  1965,  farm  commodity  programs 
are  already  under  intensive  review  and 
study,  and  this  will  continue  into  1969. 

Therefore,  a  new  and  thorough  study 
of  this  pressing  question  would  not  only 
seem  to  be  appropriate  at  this  time  but 
also  absolutely  necessary. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  all  my 
time  on  the  amendment  has  been  used. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendment  has  been  used.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an¬ 
nounce  that  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  Inouye],  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Long],  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  McIntyre]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  also  annoimce  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster],  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland], 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Ervin],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Harris],  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  the  Senator  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Holdings],  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnu- 
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son],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
McCarthy],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern],  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mondale],  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Mon¬ 
toya],  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse],  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Russell],  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Talmadge],  and  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  and  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris],  would 
each  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Morse]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
fi-om  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Ervin].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  North  Carolina  would  vote 
“nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Maiy- 
land  [Mr.  Brewster]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Rol¬ 
lings].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Maryland  would  vote  “yea,”  and 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  would 
vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senators  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken  and 
Mr.  Prouty],  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Brooke],  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton],  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Fannin],  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska],  and  the 
Senators  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel 
and  Mr.  Murphy]  are  necessarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Brooke],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Fannin],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska],  and  the 
Senators  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel 
•and  Mr.  Murphy]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  19, 
nays  45,  as  follows: 

[No.  169  Leg.] 

YEAS— 19 


Bayh 

Griffin 

Proxmire 

Boggs 

Gruenlng 

Riblcoff 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hartke 

Scott 

Case 

Hatfield 

Ty  dings 

Clark 

Javlts 

Williams,  Del. 

Cotton 

Nelson 

Gore 

Pell 

NAYS — 45 

Allott 

Hart 

Pastore 

Baker 

Hickenlooper 

Pearson 

Bartlett 

HUl 

Percy 

Bennett 

Holland 

Randolph 

Bible 

Jackson 

Smith 

Burdick 

Jordan,  N,C. 

Sparkman 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Spong 

Cannon 

Mansfield 

Stennls 

Cooper 

McClellan 

Symington 

Curtis 

Metcalf 

Thurmond 

Dlrksen 

Miller 

Tower 

Dominick 

Monroney 

Williams,  N.J. 

Ellender 

Moss 

Yarborough 

Pulbriglit 

Mundt 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hansen 

Muskle 

Young,  Ohio 

NOT  VOTING— 36 

Aiken 

Eastland 

Hruska 

Anderson 

Ervin 

Inouye 

Brewster 

Fannin 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

Brooke 

Fong 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Carlson 

Harris 

Kuchel 

Church. 

Hayden 

Lausche 

Dodd 

Hoillngs 

Long,  Mo. 

Long,  La. 

Magnuson 

McCarthy 

McGee 

McGovern 


McIntyre 

Mondale 

Montoya 

Morse 

Morton 


Murphy 

Prouty 

Russell 

Smathers 

Talmadge 


So  the  amendment  (No.  834)  of  Mr. 
Williams  of  Delaware  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  move  to  lay  that  motion  on 
the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  send  to  the  desk  an  amend¬ 
ment  and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 

On  page  24,  line  1,  strike  out  “$195,500,- 
000“  and  in  lieu  thereof  insert  “$100,000,000”. 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  this  amendment  is  one  which 
those  Senators  who  argued  against  the 
other  measure  should  support. 

Under  the  existing  law  we  are  paying 
about  $3  billion  a  year  to  farmers  not  to 
produce  crops. 

The  amendment  just  rejected  would 
have  limited  those  payments  to  $10,000 
per  farmer.  There  would  stUl  have  left 
over  $2.4  billion  that  would  be  paid  out 
not  to  produce  crops.  That  amendment 
was  defeated. 

We  now  have  a  situation  where  we  will 
be  paying  out  about  $3  billion  a  year  to 
American  farmers  not  to  produce. 

Under  this  section  of  the  bill  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  asked  for  $100  mil¬ 
lion  to  pay  the  farmers  to  help  improve 
the  fertility  of  the  soil  in  order  that 
they  could  produce  more  crops.  The 
committee  has  added  $95,500,000  above 
what  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  asked 
for.  This  is  for  commitments  on  the  1969 
crop  year.  It  does  not  affect  1968  in  any 
way,  shape,  or  form..  These  provisions  are 
for  all  future  commitments  for  the 
farming  year,  the  calendar  year  1969.  All 
this  amendment  proposes  to  do  is  to  roll 
it  back  to  the  budget  figure. 

Why  should  we  add  an  extra  $100  mil¬ 
lion  to  pay  farmers  to  increase  the  far- 
tihty  of  the  soil  in  order  that  they  can 
increase  their  production  on  the  one 
hand  and  then  pay  $3  billion  a  year  not 
to  cultivate  the  farms  after  they  have 
increased  the  fertility? 

This  is  just  a  round  robin. 

The  pending  amendment  should  by 
all  means  be  accepted,  especially  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  the  other  amendment 
was  rejected.  The  amendment  would 
merely  go  back  to  the  budget  figure. 

Much  has  been  said  about  cutting 
expenses.  We  plan  to  cut  next  year’s 
budget  authority  by  $10  billion.  We  also 
propose  to  decrease  expenditures  during 
the  fiscal  year  1969  by  $6  million. 

On  the  other  hand  if  we  reject  the 
pending  amendment,  we  are  proposing 
here,  to  increase  the  budget  by  $95.5  mil¬ 
lion,  or  nearly  double  what  the  Budget 
Bureau  asked  for. 

I  hope  that  the  amendment  will  be 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 


The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  the 
pending  amendment  does  have  some 
merit.  However,  with  respect  to  the 
amendment  that  was  just  rejected,  I 
think  the  record  shows — and  I  refer  this 
question  to  the  manager  of  the  bill — 
that  had  we  placed  a  ceiling  of  $10,000 
on  the  payments,  we  would  have  been 
actually  impairing  existing  contracts,  up 
to  about  $350  million. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  a  large 
part  of  the  $350  million,  I  will  say  to  my 
distinguished  friend,  would  be  in  pay¬ 
ments  above  $10,000.  The  $350  million  is 
shown  by  the  report  as  being  needed  to 
liquidate  contracts  entered  into  during 
this  fiscal  year  and  payable  in  fiscal  year 
1969. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  They  are  existing 
contracts. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  They  are  existing 
contracts,  existing  commitments  of  our 
Government. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  And  to  place  a  ceiling 
on  those  would  have  been  an  impair¬ 
ment  of  contracts  by  legislative  fiat. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  There  is  no  question 
about  it  at  all. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  With  respect  to  the 
amendment  that  my  distinguished 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Delaware  offers 
now,  I  think  there  is  merit  to  it.  Of 
course  one  can  argue  on  the  other  side. 
We  have  to  continue  to  conserve  our 
greatest  resource,  our  soil.  But  on  the 
other  hand,  we  are  up  against  fiscal 
problems. 

Frankly,  I  am  willing  to  support  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  appreciate  the  comments  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois. 

I  understand  the  question  in  the  minds 
of  many  Senators  concerning  the  previ¬ 
ous  amendment.  And  without  debating 
that  subject  further  at  this  time,  I  state 
that  I  shall  appear  before  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and  urge 
that  this  provision  be  a  part  of  the  bill 
to  be  reported  by  that  committee  later. 

Under  the  pending  amendment  none 
of  the  other  arguments  advanced  against 
the  preceding  amendment  would  stand. 

I  do  not  understand  how  we  can  justify 
doubling  the  appropriation  to  increase 
the  fertility  of  the  soil  while  at  the  same 
time  we  pay  $3  billion  a  year  not  to  culti¬ 
vate  it. 

I  realize  this  will  not  all  be  used  to  in¬ 
crease  the  fertility.  However,  a  lot  of  it 
would  go  for  that  purpose.  Certainly  this 
is  not  the  time  to  double  the  amount  re¬ 
quested  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

At  some  point,  somewhere,  not  only 
will  we  have  to  hold  the  line  but  also  we 
will  have  to  roU  back  even  beyond  the 
budget  figm-es. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  Pi’esident,  I  admit 
it  is  very  clear  that  this  would  relate  to 
a  future  operation.  It  does  not  contain 
some  of  the  points  that  were  very  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  amendment  that  was  just 
rejected.  However,  that  does  not  make 
the  amount  any  more  acceptable  to  me 
or  to  the  committee. 
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In  the  first  place,  in  our  hearings  we 
wanted  to  find  out  what  the  department 
thought  about  the  program.  They  show, 
on  pages  341  and  following,  that  they 
regard  it  as  one  of  the  most  necessitous 
progroms  for  the  enrichment  of  the  soil 
and  for  the  conservation  of  our  natural 
resources  that  we  have. 

I  asked  why  they  were  asking  for  more 
than  $100  million.  They  were  reluctant 
to  reply.  Finally,  in  an  effort  to  bring 
out  what  they  had  asked  for,  I  asked 
Mr.  Godfrey,  and  it  appears  at  the  bot¬ 
tom  of  page  341 : 

Senator  Holland.  What  was  your  request? 

Mr.  Godfrey.  $220  million. 

Senator  Holland.  What  did  the  Depart¬ 
ment  request? 

Mr.  Godfrey.  $200  million. 

So,  this  is  just  another  year  when  we 
have  received,  as  we  have  been  receiving 
for  8  or  10  years,  a  recommendation  from 
the  Budget  Bureau  to  cut  the  heart  out 
of  this  large  program. 

This  is  a  matching  program  under 
which  the  farmer,  if  he  wants  to  increase 
the  fertility  of  his  soil,  has  to  match  the 
Federal  contribution.  It  is  also  a  program 
under  which,  due  to  amendments  which 
we  placed  in  the  bill,  the  amount  that 
can  be  paid  to  any  one  farmer  is  limited 
to  $2,500.  So  that  this  is  not  an  extrava¬ 
gant  program. 

Mr.  President,  every  year  since  I  have 
been  a  member  of  this  committee,  the 
Budget  Bureau  has  tried  to  cut  this  pro¬ 
gram  to  $100  million,  and  every  year 
Congress  has  refused  and  put  it  back 
to  $220  milhon.  This  year  again  our  col¬ 
leagues  in  the  other  body  put  back  in 
the  bill  $220  million.  The  Senate  went  a 
good  deal  further  into  the  matter.  We 
found  that  under  the  .resolution  we  had 
passed  last  year,  this  program  was  re¬ 
duced  to  $195  million,  and  we  found  on 
inquiry  of  the  agricultural  groups  that 
they  accepted  that  in  good  faith.  They 
would  rather  have  had  $220  million,  but 
they  realized  they  had  to  make  some 
contribution  to  the  saving.  They  all  got 
along  pretty  well  with  the  $195.5  million 
that  was  approved  after  our  resolution  of 
last  December. 

So,  this  year,  rather  than  the  full 
amount  of  $220  million,  which  the  House 
had  put  in  the  bill,  we  reduced  it  to 
$195.5  million,  believing  that  what  the 
farmers  had  accepted  as  their  contribu¬ 
tion,  or  part  of  their  contribution,  to  the 
fiscal  stringency  in  which  we  exist,  for 
this  year,  would  be  acceptable  to  them 
again. 

Now,  we  have  received  some  com¬ 
plaints.  They  would  rather  have  $220  mil¬ 
lion.  That  is  understandable.  Even 
though  they  have  to  match  it,  they  would 
rather  have  the  $220  million. 

There  are  literaly  hundreds  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  farmers  who  customarily  coop¬ 
erate  with  the  Government  in  enriching 
and  maintaining  the  fertility  of  the  soil 
by  cooperating  under  this  program.  They 
cannot  cooperate  for  more  than  $2,500, 
as  I  have  already  said.  This  is  a  wide¬ 
spread  program,  and  we  have  cut  the 
program  to  $195.5  million. 

Before  I  conclude  on  this  point,  I  wish 
to  point  out  that  this  is  just  a  part  of  the 
huge  cut  that  we  have  made  in  this  bill. 
Senators  will  find  on  the  first  page  of 


the  report  the  fact  that  we  have  recog¬ 
nized  the  difficulty  in  these  fiscal  times, 
in  that  we  are  in  this  bill  $1,615  billion- 
plus  under  the  Appropriation  Act  of  1968, 
and  they  will  find  that  wo  are  $1,387  bil¬ 
lion-plus  under  the  budget  estimates  for 
this  year. 

I  believe  the  committee  has  given  most 
careful  consideration  to  this  matter.  This 
is  a  very  important  cooperative  program 
which  should  not  be  further  impaired. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
this  is  a  much  misunderstood  program. 
I  intend  to  support  the  committee  and 
to  support  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  on  this  matter.  But  I  believe  it  is 
much  misimderstood. 

I  believe  the  ordinary  concept  is  that 
the  Government  goes  in  and  pays  for 
fertilizer  and  things  like  this  to  go  on  a 
man’s  land.  Nothing  could  be  less  true. 
It  is  true  that  under  the  act,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  they  can  participate  in  a  liming 
process.  I  recently  received  a  request  to 
provide  certain  other  things,  not  fer¬ 
tilizers,  but  in  addition  to  lime,  and  the 
line  was  tightly  drawn  there. 

What  this  measure  does  is  to  save,  in 
my  opinion,  one  of  the  most  valuable 
resources  this  country  has — its  soil. 

Unless  people  have  been  out  in  the 
great  expanses  of  the  West,  where  this  is 
particularly  true,  where  the  soil  must 
be  saved  from  erosion,  where  you  have 
to  have  leveling  of  fields,  where  you  have 
to  have  irrigation,  it  perhaps  is  difficult 
to  understand  how  significant  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  to  the  preservation  of  soil  for  the 
foods  that  we  will  need  now  and  in  the 
years  to  come. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  5  additional 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  If  you  permit  the  soil  to 
erode,  if  you  permit  the  soil  to  go  away 
once,  you  cannot  come  back  and  level  off 
a  field  that  has  a  gully  10,  20,  or  30  feet 
deep  in  the  middle  of  it. 

I  am  sorry  to  say  that,  in  my  opinion, 
there  has  been  too  little  emphasis  placed 
in  this  entire  area  in  the  last  8  years.  I 
applaud  the  efforts  of  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee  and  the  en¬ 
tire  committee  for  making  this  effort.  It 
is  not  a  giveaway,  as  the  chairman  has 
well  said.  It  preserves  and  helps  to  pre- 
sei-ve  on  an  utterly  fair  basis,  the  most 
valuable  resource  we  have  left  in  this 
country,  and  that  is  our  soil,  and  it  has 
been  given  too  little  attention  for  many 
years. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator.  He  has  put  his  finger 
upon  the  value  of  this  program. 

In  my  own  part  of  the  country,  one  of 
the  contributions  that  is  made  is  that, 
if  a  farmer  has,  for  instance,  produced 
a  crop  of  peas  or  a  hay  crop  that  could 
be  cut  and  could  be  capitalized  upon,  and 
if  instead  the  soil  needs  the  mulching 
effect  of  that  crop  he  permits  it  to  go 
back  into  the  soil,  and  the  Government 
will  help  him  pay  the  loss  that  he  incurs. 

The  same  is  true  with  reference  to 
every  feature.  Anything  that  comes  un¬ 


May  29,  1968 

der  this  program  must  be  matching  and 
cannot  exceed  $2,500  so  far  as  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  is  concerned,  in  any 
case,  to  any  fanner,  big  or  small.  This  is 
one  of  the  most  democratic  programs  and 
one  of  the  best  programs  we  have. 

While  I  have  no  fault  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Delaware,  he  is 
simply  echoing  an  effort  that  the  Budget 
Bureau  has  been  making  for  the  last  8 
or  10  years  to  cut  down  this  program. 
This  effort  by  the  Budget  Bureau  has 
been  strongly  opposed  every  year  by  the 
Department,  and  the  Department  this 
year  testified,  as  I  have  already  read  into 
the  Record,  that  they  wanted  the  $220 
million.  But  the  Budget  Bureau,  proceed¬ 
ing  as  it  has  heretofore,  wanted  to  cut 
it  back  to  $100  million.  I  hope  we  will 
not  permit  them  to  do  so. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  question  for 
a  moment  that  some  of  the  bureaucrats 
could  ask  for  more  than  is  in  the  bill. 
But  if  we  are  going  to  start  giving  them 
aU  they  ask  for,  we  just  cannot  print 
enough  money.  They  ask  for  twice  the 
amount  they  expect  to  receive,  and  if 
they  are  given  half  of  it  they  still  have 
more  than  they  really  need. 

The  point  is  that  it  is  not  a  case  of 
what  the  Budget  Bureau  asked  for.  The 
Senate  has  gone  on  record  as  suggesting 
that  we  cut  next  year’s  appropriations 
by  $10  billion.  My  question  is,  where  are 
we  going  to  make  these  cuts,  and  when 
are  we  going  to  start? 

I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Florida 
that  they  have  reduced  somewhat  under 
this  bill.  And  what  I  am  going  to  say 
next  is  not  in  criticism  of  the  Senator 
from  Florida,  because  he  has  been  one 
of  the  strongest  advocates  of  what  I  am 
suggesting  here.  The  primary  reason  why 
the  amount  in  this  bill  is  lower  than  the 
Budget  Bureau  request  is  that  we  are 
not  reimbursing  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  for  all  the  losses  it  sustains 
during  fiscal  1968  or  projected  1969.  The 
law  required  them  to  seek  restoration, 
but  they  did  not.  We  have  accumulated 
unrestored  losses  in  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  of  approximately  $6 
billion,  which  will  have  to  be  faced  by 
future  administrations. 

The  reason  why  this  bill  indicates  a 
reduction  is  that  we  are  not  paying  our 
bills.  The  Senator  from  Florida  has  been 
one  of  the  strongest  advocates  of  this 
paying  as  we  go,  so  what  I  am  saying 
certainly  is  not  in  criticism  of  what  he 
is  doing  here  today.  Quite  the  contrary. 

Nevertheless,  we  will  have  to  cut  some 
of'  these  programs.  I  agree  with  every¬ 
thing  the  Senator  from  Florida  has  said 
about  the  merits  of  this  program.  In  my 
opinion,  this  is  as  meritorious  a  program 
as  any  under  the  farm  program.  It  does 
much  good.  Merit  can  be  found  in  any 
of  these  programs.  But  we  come  back  to 
the  question  of  whether  we  are  going  to 
hold  the  line  or  are  going  to  double  the 
amount.  In  my  opinion,  this  is  not  the 
time  to  double  this  program,  which  is 
what  would  occur  if  the  committee 
amendment  is  agreed  to.  It  would  prac¬ 
tically  double  it,  and  I  do  not  believe 
we  can  afford  to  do  it.  I  believe  this  is 
one  area  in  which  we  can  roll  back  and 
save  $95  million. 


May  29 y  1968 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD 


SENATE 


S6627 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  tLe 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  does  not 
mean  double  the  program  as  it  has  ex¬ 
isted,  does  he? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Double 
the  budget  request. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  He  means  we  would 
nearly  double  the  recommendation  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  But  it  would  continue 
the  program  as  carried  on  last  year  on 
a  requested  basis  of  $220  million. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes;  but 
can  we  afford  to  double  this  and  con¬ 
tinue  it  on  that  basis? 

As  I  said  before,  in  order  to  get  these 
reductions  in  expenditm’es  we  must  cut 
our  programs.  The  Government  has  been 
operating  at  a  deficit.  Our  deficit  for  the 
last  5  years  is  about  $60  billion  more 
than  our  income.  That  means  we  have 
been  rurming  in  the  red  $1  billion  a 
month.  The  deficit  for  fiscal  1968  is 
about  $20  billion;  the  deficit  for  fiscal 
1969  is  estimated  at  $28  billion. 

This  means  that  at  the  moment  we  are 
running  in  the  red  at  the  rate  of  about 
$100  million  a  day,  putting  the  Govern¬ 
ment  on  a  5 -day  week.  t 

At  some  point,  somewhere,  we  will  have  I 
to  cut  programs,  and  we  will  have  to  cut 
on  programs  which  have  merit  because 
all  of  them  have  some  merit  and  all  of 
them  have  some  supporters. 

I  recognize  that  this  is  just  as  meri¬ 
torious  as  some  other  programs  I  know 
of,  and  perhaps  more  so,  but  we  are 
going  to  have  to  cut  somewhere.  I  think 
the  least  we  can  do  is  adopt  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

I  am  willing  to  yield  back  the  remain¬ 
der  of  my  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  require  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana,  the  chairman  of  the 
legislative  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
the  pending  amendment  will  be  rejected. 

I  do  not  know  of  any  other  program 
that  has  been  placed  on  the  statute  books 
in  the  past  that  has  done  more  good  to 
protect  and  preserve  our  soil  thail  the 
soil  conservation  program. 

As  the  distinguighed  Senator  fi'om 
Colorado  said,  this  program  protects  and 
conserves  our  soil.  He  hit  the  nail  on  the 
head. 

Many  think  this  money  is  used  in  part 
'"to  buy  fertilizer  to  put  on  the  crops.  That 
is  not  true.  It  is  true  that  in  some  in¬ 
stances  lime  is  put  on  the  land  to  sweeten 
it  and  make  better  crops.  I  am  satisfied 
that  the  109-bushel  average  in  Illinois 
this  year  would  never  have  happened  ex¬ 
cept  that  soil  conservation  practices  were 
put  into  effect  in  that  State  during  the 
last  20  years.  The  same  thing  holds  true 
for  every  other  State. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  amendment 
is  rejected. 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  know  that  there  is  much  I  can  add. 


I  associate  myself  with  the  statement  the 
chairman  has  made.  This  is  an  old  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  is  saying 
that  we  are  spending  too  much  money.  I 
think  it  is  true  that  we  are  spending  too 
much  money,  but  not  on  this  program. 
This  program  is  beneficial  to  the  present 
and  to  the  future. 

We  are  spending  money  in  many  areas 
where  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  join  the 
Senator  in  making  cuts. 

However,  of  all  the  programs,  this  pro¬ 
gram  deals  with  the  productivity  of  our 
land,  and  it  should  be  the  last  program 
to  be  prejudiced.  I  regret  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  cut  the  program  as  much  as  it  did 
from  the  House  figure.  Nevertheless,  I 
realize  they  know  more  about  it,  and  it  is 
their  duty  to  exercise  judgment.  I  do  not 
think  it  should  be  cut  more. 

I  join  the  Senator  from  Delaware  in 
his  statement  that  we  need  to  make  cer¬ 
tain  cuts  in  Government  spending.  We 
have  to  have  a  sense  of  priority,  however. 
All  of  these  items  are  not  equally  af¬ 
fected.  We  know  many  items  get  into 
large  budgets  that  are  luxury  items  and 
they  have  no  basis  except  in  times  of 
prosperity,  and  we  are  not  in  such  times 
now.  I  hope  the  Senate  will  not  cut  this 
item. 

sGRDER  OP  BUSINES 

Mr.  M^LELLAN.  Mr.  P^^dent,  will 
the  Senat^yield? 

Mr.  HOLDAND.  I  am  ^ad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  mjm  Arkapl^s  such  time  as 
he  may  requireN 

Mr.  McCLELDiM^  Mr.  President,  I 
join  with  the  view^xpressed  by  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  collea^^rom  Arkansas  on 
the  pending  ia^ue.  Pvassociate  myself 
with  his  statements. 


OMNIBUS  CRIME  CONTROL  AND 
SAI^  STREETS  ACT  OR  1967 

MryMcCLELLAN.  Mr.  Presid^,  I  ask 
unammous  consent  to  have  priiH^  in 
tha^ECORD  a  letter  from  the  Policemen’s 
feociation  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
Expressing  approval  of  the  action  of  tr 
Senate  in  the  passage  of  the  Omnibus 
Crime  Control  and  Safe  Streets  Act  of 
1967  a  few  days  ago,  and  with  particular 
reference  to  those  features  that  would 
aid  the  police  in  the  performance  of 
their  duties. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Policemen’s  Association  of  the 
District  op  Columbia, 

Washington,  D.C.,  May  27,  1968. 
Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

V.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  McClellan:  At  the  regular 
monthly  meeting  of  the  Policemen’s  Associa¬ 
tion  of  the  District  of  Columbia  held  on 
Tuesday,  May  21,  1968,  the  members  went  on 
record  in  support  of  the  overwhelming  vote 
by  the  United  States  Senate  in  passing  the 
Crime  Bill  sometimes  known  as  the  “Safe 
Streets”  bill. 

The  view  -was  expressed  that  this  bill  will 
give  to  the  law  enforcement  officer  many  of 
the  necessary  tools  which  has  been  needed 
for  a  number  of  years  in  their  effort  to  re¬ 
duce  the  ever-increasing  crime  rate. 


We  sincerely  hope  that  the  conferees  will_ 
abide  by  the  Senate  passed  version  of  thi^ ' 
bill. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Sgt.  Carl  W.  Beatty, 

Presidfent. 

Mr.  McClellan.  Mr.  Presldem,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  primed  in  the 
Record  a  number  of  artic^  and  edi¬ 
torials,  as  follows:  An  amcle  entitled 
“Supreme  Court  GavelecDDown  Confes¬ 
sions,”  by  James  J.  Kilp^ftrick,  published 
in  the  Washington  ^vening  Star  on 
May  28,  1968;  an  ed^rial  entitled  “Sen¬ 
ate  Backs  Police  'V^etaps,”  published  in 
the  St.  Louis  Glo^-Democrat  of  May  24, 
1968;  an  article  entitled  “Byrd  Urges 
Crime  Action^/  by  Robert  S.  Allen  and 
Paul  Scott,ypublished  in  the  Chicago 
American  oi  May  24,  1968;  an  editorial 
entitled  ‘^onenforcement  of  Law,”  pub¬ 
lished  iu^he  Mobile  Register  of  May  22, 
1968;  ^n  editorial  entitled  “City  Streets 
MusyNot  Be  Jungle,”  published  in  the 
Rwmester,  N.Y.,  Times-Union  of  May  24, 
1^8;  and  an  editorial  entitled  “Whit- 
iomh  On  Crime,”  published  in  the  In¬ 
dianapolis  Star  of  May  25,  1968. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  articles 
and  editorials  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Washington  (D.C.)  Evening  Star, 
May  28,  1968] 

Supreme  Court  Gaveled  Down  on 
Confessions 
(By  James  J.  Kilpatrick) 

The  United.  States  Senate  last  week  dealt 
the  Supreme  Court  the  strongest  rebuke  that 
has  been  officially  hurled  at  the  court  in  more 
than  30  years.  Not  since  the  days  of  Roose¬ 
velt’s  court-packing  proposal  has  a  co-equal 
branch  of  government  spoken  in  such  un¬ 
mistakable  terms. 

Roosevelt’s  scheme  failed  of  adoption,  of 
course,  but  it  had  its  effect  nonetheless. 
Chief  Justice  Hughes  got  the  word.  Many 
Americans,  deeply  concerned  at  the  trend  of 
Supreme  Court  decisions  over  the  past  ten 
years,  will  pray  that  Chief  Justice  Warren 
and  his  majority  bloc  prove  equally  atten¬ 
tive  this  time  around.  The  Senate  has  said 
bluntly  that  it  wants  to  see  a  balance  re¬ 
stored  between  the  rights  of  a  defendant  and 
the  rights  of  society.  The  step  is  long  overdue. 

Specifically,  the  Senate  approved  section 
3501  of  the  Crime  Control  Act  of  1968.  Tlie 
section  says  that  in  Federal  criminal  prose- 
putions,  a  confession  fehall  be  admissible  in 
ddence  “if  it  is  voluntarily  given.”  Trial 
jiiHges  are  to  review  the  circumstances  in 
theNbsence  of  a  jury.  If  a  judge  determines 
that  \  confession  was  in  fact  voluntary,  ac- 
cordinNto  conditions  laid  down  in  the  act, 
he  is  to  >admlt  the  confession  and  instruct 
the  jury  N.  give  it  such  weight  “as  the  jury 
feels  it  deserves  under  all  the  circumstances.” 

Under  the  ^nate  bill,  the  presence  or  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  lawy«  would  be  merely  one  factor, 
and  not  necessaWly  a  conclusive  factor,  in 
determining  the  IsSne  of  voluntariness.  Man¬ 
ifestly,  this  proviisioSa  of  the  act  is  intended 
to  override  the  high>court’s  5-4  decision  in 
the  famed  Miranda  ca!^  two  years  ago.  ’The 
court  then  laid  down  su^  sweeping  require¬ 
ments  for  the  advice  of  counsel  that  the  use 
of  confessions  in  evidence  \fas  rendered  al¬ 
most  impossible. 

As  you  might  expect,  the  S^l^te’s  refusal 
has  evoked  moans  of  anguish  froin  knee-jerk 
liberals  who  bleed  for  the  rights^  rapists. 
’The  Washington  Post,  which  goes  Itoto  hys¬ 
terics  whenever  Earl  Warren  Sneezte,  has 
been  regaling  its  readers  with  horror  stories 
of  confessions  obtained  by  the  thlrd-de^ee. 
You  would  suppose  that  police  routine 
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-  exact  confessions  by  thumbscrews  and  rubber 
aoseS. 

'■'Siu'e  enough,  instances  of  coerced  confes¬ 
sion  have  occurred.  Too  many  of  them.  But 
therev^  not  one  line  in  the  Senate  bill  that 
wouldVondone  the  abhorrent  practice.  It  is 
an  insult  to  the  whole  of  the  Federal  trial 
bench  tdv  Imagine  that  such  confessions 
would  be  nwelved  in  the  future. 

The  more 'applicable  horror  stories  go  in 
precisely  the  other  direction. 

Two  months  'after  the  Miranda  decision, 
a  Brooklyn  housdwife  came  on  trial  for  the 
murder  of  her  foiir-year-old  son.  She  had 
taped  his  mouth  aiM  beaten  him  to  death 
with  a  broomstick.  SliH, freely  confessed.  She 
had  not  had  a  lawyer.  Sli'e  went  free.  Miranda. 

There  was  the  case  ln\New  York  of  Jose' 
Suarez,  22,  a  laundry  wont.er.  He  killed  his 
wife  and  five  small  children  stabbing  them 
more  than  100  times.  Police  ai'i^ested  him.  He 
confessed  at  once.  No  lawyer.  Jvt^ice  Michael 
Kern  bitterly  agreed  that  “even\an  animal 
such  as  this  one,  and  I  believe  ^is  is  in¬ 
sulting  the  animal  kingdom,  must\^  pro¬ 
vided  with  all  the  legal  safeguards-^ut  it 
makes  my  blood  run  cold  to  let  a  thin\like 
this  out  on  the  street.”  Suarez  walked  out^of 
court,  a  free  man.  Miranda. 

Dozens  of  such  fantastic  miscarriages  o? 
justice  have  occurred  W  reason  of  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court’s  excessive  solicitude.  As  North 
Carolina’s  Sen.  Sam  Ervin  has  noted,  the 
number  of  confessions  in  criminal  cases  has 
fallen  drastically.  The  state’s  attorney  of 
Baltimore  remarks  that  ‘‘the  confession  as  a 
law  enforcement  instrument  has  been  vir¬ 
tually  eliminated.”  If  the  House  accepts  the 
Senate  bill,  the  trend  may  be  reversed.  It  will 
all  depend  on  whether  Chief  Justice  Warren 
gets  the  word. 

[From  the  St.  Louis  (Mo.)  Globe-Democrat, 
May  24,  1968] 

Senate  Backs  Police  Wiretaps 

Crime  fighters  won  another  significant 
victory  in  the  United  States  Senate  Wednes¬ 
day,  for  the  second  consecutive  day,  as  Sen¬ 
ators  resoundingly  defeated  an  attempt  by 
Sen.  Edward  V.  Long  of  Missouri  to  amend 
the  wiretap  and  electronic  eavesdropping 
section  from  the  bill. 

Senator  Long  first  tried  to  delete  from  the 
bill  a  provision  that  would  permit  a  judge 
authorizing  a  wiretap  to  postpone,  on  show¬ 
ing  of  good  cause,  a  requirement  that  per¬ 
sons  under  surveillance  be  so  notified  within 
90  days.  His  proposition  lost  51  to  21. 

Then  the  Missouri  Senator  sought  to  elim¬ 
inate  a  section  that  would  permit  judges  to 
authorize  wiretaps  or  eavesdropping  where 
there  was  a  belief  a  crime  was  about  to  be 
committed.  He  contended  that  this  authority 
should  be  granted  only  when  it  was  bellevec 
that  a  crime  already  had  been  committed., 

’The  Senator  lost  on  this  by  a  vote  oL^O 
to  18. 

Attorney  General  Ramsey  Clark  al^  was 
dealt  a  blow  by  these  Senate  actios.  He 
has  been  a  strong  opponent  of  w^tapping 
and  eavesdropping  except  in  natjtoal  secu¬ 
rity  cases. 

When  the  Senate  had  competed  its  work 
yesterday  the  crime  control  JMll  still  autho¬ 
rized  court-supervised  wire^fCpping  and  elec¬ 
tronic  eavesdropping  bc^  by  federal  and 
state  law  enforcement  ameers. 

These  provisions,  a.^ed  to  Tuesday’s  Sen¬ 
ate  reversal  of  the/lVIiranda,  Mallory  and 
Wade  decisions  of  i!he  Supreme  Court  made 
the  crime  contnfl  bill  the  best  to  come 
through  the  Sen^e  in  years. 

But  these  ^preme  Court-curbing  measures 
face  a  stiff  fight  in  the  Senate-House  con¬ 
ference.  IWtise  Judiciary  Committee  Chair¬ 
man  Empinuel  Celler  has  claimed  he  would 
never  ^cept  these  provisions,  contending 
they  JAke  away  power  from  the  Supreme 


If  the  heavy  support  in  the  Senate  for  the 
bill  is  a  barometer,  Mr.  Celler  probably  will 
have  no  choice  but  to  accept  the  Senate 
version. 


[From  the  Chicago  (Ill.)  American,  May  24, 
1968] 

Byrd  Urges  Crime  Action 
(By  Robert  S,  Allen  and  Paul  Scott) 

Washington. — Fear  and  terror  are  stalk¬ 
ing  the  capital.  That  is  the  grim  pronounce¬ 
ment  of  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  appro¬ 
priations  subcommittee  in  charge  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia’s  annual  budget  of  more 
than  500  million  dollars.  With  characteristic 
bluntness.  Sen.  Robert  Byrd  [D.,  W.  'Va.] 
told  his  colleagues: 

‘‘One  fools  only  himself  if  he  attempts  to 
believe  that  this  city  is  not  gripped  in  fear. 
It  is  time  to  quit  temporizing  with  criminals. 
We  need  action,  not  words,  from  Mayor  Wash¬ 
ington  and  from  the  White  House  to  prove 
that  the  reign  of  terror  will  be  brought  to  a 
halt  by  whatever  means  are  necessary.” 

For  several  weeks.  Sen.  Byrd  has  been  vig¬ 
orously  urging  that  troops  be  returned  to 
Washington  to  avert  a  repetition  of  the  de¬ 
structive  violence  that  followed  the  murder 
of  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King.  Byrd  has  argued 
^troops  are  necessary  because  of  the  massing 
^f  the  so-called  ‘‘poor  people’s  march.” 
fires,  murder,  robberies 
cited  the  virtually  daily  incendiarj 
fires  Vow  ruiming  into  the  hundreds,  tl 
repeats  slaying  of  business  men,  numeMms 
rapes,  a^  the  scores  of  robberies  of  bus^iv- 
ers,  culmnaating  with  the  slaying  of  yne  by 
a  gang  of  Negro  juveniles. 

“I  heard  tSe  President  at  the  While  House 
several  monthV.  ago,”  declares  By^d,  ‘‘speak¬ 
ing  with  referentee  to  crime  in  ^is  city,  ad¬ 
dress  himself  toNjiOse  who  a/e  responsible 
for  enforcing  the  iW.  He  tol^them  in  effect 
that  if  they  did  not  ^t  bu^ and  reverse  this 
trend,  the  fur  would  fly.  yhave  not  yet  seen 
any  fur  fly,  and  I  havamot  seen  the  crime 
trend  reversed  in  Wasbmtaon.” 

Making  no  bones  iaiat  deems  the  so- 
called  ‘‘poor  people^’  encai^ment  as  a  po¬ 
tential  danger,  Byld  stated,Nl  would  not 
advise  any  [stud^ts]  to  come  l^e  while  this 
‘campaign’  is  in  progress,  or  v^iile  crime 
continues  at  pace  it  does  now' 

‘‘Look  at  galleries  today.  Often'they  are 
only  half  ^ one-third  full.  ’There  are^  peo¬ 
ple  standing  in  line,  and  the  reason  is\bvi- 
ous.  P^ple  are  fearful  of  coming  to  W^h- 
ingtop/ 

BLAMES  SUPREME  COURT 

le  courts,  and  particularly  the  Supreme 
iurt,  were  singled  out  by  Byrd  as  ‘‘greatly 
fesponsible  for  the  spiraling  crime  rate.”  He 
held  that  while  there  is  endless  talk  and 
reports  about  crime  and  criminals,  ‘‘no  word 
is  ever  said  about  how  the  federal  courts  are 
greatly  responsible  for  the  spiraling  crime 
rate.” 

‘‘If  we  really  want  to  strike  at  the  roots  of 
crime  in  our  country,”  declared  Bsrrd,  ‘‘we 
should  start  with  the  Supreme  court.  In 
making  appointments  to  that  court,  they 
should  be  men  who  will  not  temporize  with 
criminals.  Yes,  accord  the  criminal  his  con¬ 
stitutional  rights:  but  let  us  not  forget  about 
the  rights  of  Innocent  victims. 

“Let  us  point  the  finger  where  we  should.  I 
say  to  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
whoever  he  is  or  may  be,  ‘Ltxik  at  your 
Supreme  court.  Look  at  your  appointees.  If 
you  really  want  to  do  something  about  crime, 
start  there.’  ” 

It  is  known  that  Sen.  Byrd  is  making  a 
thorough  study  of  the  handling  of  crime  and 
other  critical  problems  in  Washington,  and 
will  report  his  findings  in  detail  to  the  full 
Senate.  No  member  of  that  chamber  is  more 
informed  on  Washington  affairs  than  he  is, 
nor  more  forthright  in  expressing  his  views 
and  advocating  forceful  remedial  measures. 


[Prom  the  Mobile  (Ala.)  Register,  May  22, 
1968] 

Nonenforcement  of  Law 

Sen.  John  L.  McClellan  of  Arkansas  rea 
the  riot  act  against  lawlessness  more  aleotly 
and  more  impressively  than  many  oy  his 
colleagues  in  Congress. 

He  is  also  more  alert  and  impress^e  than 
many  in  pointing  to  the  serious  mlalfake  that 
is  made  by  letting  crime  go  ung/nished  or 
not  sufficiently  punished. 

Crime  is  seldom  curbed  by  tArning  crimi¬ 
nals  loose  without  penalty  9c  without  ade¬ 
quate  penalty. 

Yet  many  criminals  escape  what  they  have 
coming  to  them.  SenatowMcClellan  discusses 
this  unfortunate  state^  affairs  in  terms  that 
should  hold  interest ^or  lawablding  citizens 
generally : 

“According  to  Uffe  statistics,  many  crimes 
are  not  reportecyriow  much,  no  one  knows. 
Estimates  are  ^at  from  two  to  three  times 
as  many  serio/s  crimes  are  committed  in  this 
country  as  ajre  reported. 

“But  of  ifne  serious  crimes  reported,  seven 
of  eight  jw  (the)  law  violators  who  commit 
those  (umnes  are  not  punished  for  their  un- 
lawfu^eeds. 

lat  is  not  law  enforcement.  I  believe 
th^  if  we  had  the  true  figures,  taking  into 
(mount  the  number  of  crimes  that  are  not 
feported,  the  figure  would  not  be  seven  of 
’  eight.  The  figures  probably  would  reveal  that 
only  one  out  of  15  criminals  is  punished  for 
the  crime  he  commits. 

“We  cannot  have  law  and  order  in  this 
country  with  that  kind  of  law  enforcement.” 

Senator  McClellan  warned  forthrightly 
that  the  nation  is  headed  for  disaster  if  it 
continues  to  travel  the  route  of  non-enforce¬ 
ment  of  the  law: 

“We  all  suffer  from  lack  of  law  enforce¬ 
ment.  .  .  .  No  one  profits  from  it  except  the 
criminal;  no  one  except  the  criminal  is  prof¬ 
iting  from  crime  today;  and  regrettably  and 
tragically,  too  many  criminals  today  are 
profiting  from  crime.  .  .  .  They  are  getting 
by  with  it  because  of  the  lack  of  law  en¬ 
forcement. 

“I  say  it  cannot  go  on.  We  are  moving,  mov¬ 
ing  rapidly,  toward  anarchy  in  America.  Some 
say  it  cannot  happen  here.” 

Statements  such  as  this  by  Senator  Mc¬ 
Clellan  should  shake  some  of  the  apathy 
out  of  any  American  who  remains  apathetic 
about  what  lawlessness  is  doing  to  law  and 
order. 

And  statements  such  as  Senator  McClellan’s 
should  speed-up  public-  decision  to  clean 
house  of  office-holding  politicians  who  have 
jeen  too  preoccupied  in  playing  socialistic, 
Blfare-state,  “civil  rights”  politics  to  make 
the^  voices  satisfactorily  active  in  behalf 
of  getter  protection  for  the  lawablding 
throuto  law  enforcement. 

Senate  McClellan  is  one  of  the  best  in 
business'^  Congress,  or  anywhere  else  in 
America,  ^  throwing  heavy  punches  at 
crime  and  ali,^he  appalling  deficiency  in  law 
enforcement  in  the  United  States. 

’Two  prime  fetors  in  the  lack  of  law  en¬ 
forcement  are  nonsensical  decisions  of  the 
courts,  starting  wlfh  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court, 
and  an  oversuppl^  of  public-be-damned 
politics. 

[From  the  Rochester  (^^.)  Times-Union, 
May  24,  196 

City  Streets  Must  NotObe  Jungle 

News  of  continuing  police  ^termination 
to  remove  as  many  muggers  a^  hoodlums 
from  Rochester’s  streets  as  possibly  is  heart¬ 
ening. 

The  tough  roving  Tactical  Unit  is  ^rking 
each  night  from  7  p.m.  to  4  a.m.  wh^  the 
crime  menace  is  greatest.  And  the  oSher 
day,  the  unit  put  in  some  daytime  ho' 
clearing  gangs  of  troublemakers  from  dowiiV 
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DEPARTMENT  OP  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1969 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  16913)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  Jime  30,  1369,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  are 
there  further  requests  for  time? 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  delighted  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  ask  a  few  questions. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the 
amount  that  was  included  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  is  designed 
primarily  for  soil  conservation  purposes. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  correct; 
in  pursuance  of  the  ACP  program.  There 
is  a  reduction  from  $220  million,  which 
has  been  the  amount  for  10  or  20  years, 
to  $195  million,  which  was  the  amount 
left  this  year  after  the  reduction  under 
Public  Law  90-218.  Adopted  last  fall  and 
it  was  generally  acceptable. 

Some  would  like  to  have  the  $220  mil¬ 
lion  but  we  were  looking  for  places  to  cut 
and  this  was  one  place. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  congratulate  the 
Senator  frtom  Florida.  I  think  this  is  one 


of  the  most  essential  programs  we  have. 
Unless  we  keep  up  the  soil  conseiwation 
practice  in  this  country  we  could  find 
ourselves  in  bad  shape  agriculturally, 
such  as  other  countries  have  found 
themselves  in. 

This,  of  course,  is  one  of  our  strong 
points  in  our  ability  to  produce,  not  only 
domestically,  but  overseas.  So  I  con¬ 
gratulate  the  Senator  from  Florida.  I 
am  happy  to  support  him. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distingu¬ 
ished  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  President,  unless  I  have  further 
requests  for  time,  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
back  such  time  as  I  have  remaining. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  be  yielded  some  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  will  gladly  yield  time 
to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  may  not  be  on  the 
Senator’s  side. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  all  right.  I  am 
glad  to  have  Senators  express  their 
views. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  am  a  strong  supporter 
of  soil  conservation.  But  I  think  the 
erosion  of  the  dollar  is  worse  than  the 
erosion  of  the  soil. 

As  I  understand  this  particular  item,  it 
does  not,  in  the  main,  go  to  the  personnel. 
Perhaps  a  little  of  it  does.  But -there  is 
another  item  in  the  bill  which  does  not 
affect  soil  conservation  districts  per  se, 
nor  small  watersheds. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield,  this  provision  applies,  in  the  main, 
to  the  individual  farmer.  It  would  meet 
the  limitation  of  $2,500.  Payments  may 
not  exceed  $2,500  to  any  one  farmer. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Yes.  The  reason  I  should 
like  very  much  to  stay  with  the  commit¬ 
tee  is  that  I  have  voted  for  cuts  in  ex¬ 
penditures.  But  I  have  got  to  vote  for 
some  things  that  affect  my  area,  things 
in  which  I  am  very  much  interested.  Any 
cut  we  make,  anywhere,  will  be  hard  and 
disappointing. 

The  landowner  can  avail  himself  of 
a  provision  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code, 
that  I  sponsored,  which  permits  him  to 
spend  his  own  money  for  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  and  treat  it  as  a  business  deduction. 

One  of  my  reasons  for  proposing  that 
provision,  at  the  time  it  became  law — 
and  I  worked  on  it  for  a  niunber  of 
years — was  that  it  was  not  only  right, 
just,  and  in  line  with  the  taxing  of  busi¬ 
ness,  but  that  it  would  also  get  away 
from  paying  the  farmer  to  improve  his 
own  property. 

I  find  myself  very  much  in  sympathy 
with  everything  that  has  been  said  in 
favor  of  the  committee  position.  But  I 
come  back  to  the  point  that  these  ex¬ 
penditures  are  fixed  and  are  long  range. 
In  the  last  dozen  years,  a  hundred  new 
programs  have  been  started,  costing  $350 
million  in  the  first  year. 

In  the  1969  budget,  it  will  be  over  $15 
billion.  The  budget  submitted  to  us  for 
1969  is  not  an  austerity  program.  It  calls 
for  eight  or  10  new  programs  which  will 
grow  and  grow  and  grow.  On  the  long- 
range  commitments  we  have  to  keep 
faith  with  them.  We  cannot  refuse  to  pay 
the  national  debt.  We  have  got  to  win 
the  war.  We  cannot  default  on  veterans’ 
pensions.  There  are  so  few  places  we  can 
cut  because  of  the  long-range  effect  of 
what  we  would  do. 


Again,  I  say,  I  do  not  want  a  word  that 
I  have  said  to  be  termed  critical  of  the 
committee  or  anyone  who  has  spoken  on 
behalf  of  it.  I  am  almost  persuaded  to  be 
with  it  but  in  the  last  few  months,  I  am 
a  little  bit  more  concerned  about  the 
erosion  of  the  dollar  than  I  am  concerned 
over  additional  soil  erosion  which  may 
come  about  if,  for  a  while,  we  reduce  the 
amount  of  payments  direct  to  the  farm¬ 
ers  for  saving  their  own  land. 

I  say  this  as  a  representative  of  one  of 
the  most  conservation-minded  States  in 
the  Union. 

I  do  not  like  to  do  it,  but  I  shall  sup¬ 
port  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Since  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  was  not  on  the  fioor  when 
it  was  discussed,  I  want  him  to  know 

that  the  committee  has  reduced - 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  was  here. 

Mr.  HOLLAND  (continuing) .  The 
total  of  the  budget  by  $1,387  million  and 
that  while,  as  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  has  properly  said,  perhaps  part  of 
that  is  failure  to  reimburse  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  but  there  is 
between  $300  and  $400  million  of  that  is 
an  actual  cash  reduction,  so  that  if  other 
bills  are  reduced  in  proportion,  we  will 
be  able  to  reach  what  we  are  talking 
about.  Of  course  this  is  not  one  of  the 
larger  bills.  I  want  the  Senator  to  know, 

as  I  indicated  a  while  ago - 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  imderstand. 

Mr.  HOLLAND  (continuing) .  That  I 
want  him  to  do  what  his  conscience  dic¬ 
tates.  Here  is  a  cost-sharing  program 
vmder  which  the  farmer  does  not  call 
upon  the  Federal  Government  to  put 
Federal  money  into  his  land  without  his 

cooperation.  He  has  to  match  it - 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  understand. 

Mr.  HOLLAND  (continuing) .  And  only 
for  approved  practices  that  veiy  clearly 
presei’ve  and  enrich  the  fertility  of  the 
soil. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  And  the  value. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  my  judgment,  the 
committee  has  gone  about  as  far  as  it 
can  go  in  reducing  the  program  from 
the  $220  milUon  level,  at  which  it  has 
been  every  year  since  the  Senator  has 
been  a  Member  of  the  Senate — and  we 
reduce  it  to  $195.5  million.  I  think  that 
is  coming  to  grips  with  the  problem. 
Again  I  say,  I  want  the  Senator  to  vote 
as  his  conscience  dictates. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my 
time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  now  been  yielded  back. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware.  On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered;  and  the  .clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 
noimce  that  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  INOJJYE],  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mn  Long],  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  McIntyre],  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster], 
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the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church], 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Dodd]  ,  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  North  Car¬ 
olina  [Mr.  Ervin],  the  Senator  from  Ok¬ 
lahoma  [Mr.  Harris],  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Hollings]  ,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy],  the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Kennedy],  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Lausche],  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from  Washing¬ 
ton  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGov¬ 
ern],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Mondale],  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  [Mr.  Montoya],  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  and  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  annoimce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  and  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris]  would  each 
vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Brewster]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Er¬ 
vin].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  would  vote  “yea,”  and 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  would 
vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Morse]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Hollings]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Carolina  would  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senators  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken  and 
Mr.  Prouty],  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Brooke],  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton],  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Fannin],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska]  and  the 
Senators  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel 
and  Mr.  Murphy]  are  necessarily  ab¬ 
sent. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett] 
is  detained  on  ofacial  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Brooke],  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Fannin],  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska] 
and  the  Senators  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel  and  Mr.  Murphy]  would  each 
vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  16, 
nays  47,  as  follows: 


Baker 

[No.  170  Leg.] 
YEAS — 16 

Griffin 

Pell 

Boggs 

Hansen 

Percy 

Case 

Hartke 

Proxmlre 

Cotton 

Hlckenlooper 

WUliams,  Del. 

Cxirtis 

Javits 

Dlrksen 

Pastore 

NAYS — 47 


AUott 

Hatfield 

Randolph 

Bartlett 

Hill 

Ribicoff 

Bayh 

Holland 

RusseU 

Bible 

Jackson 

Scott 

Burdick 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Smith 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jordan, Idaho 

Sparkman 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Mansfield 

Spong 

Cannon 

McClellan 

Stennis 

Clark 

Metcalf 

Symington 

Cooper 

Miller 

Thurmond 

Dominick 

Monroney 

Tower 

Ellender 

Moss 

Williams,  N.J. 

Fulbright 

Mundt 

Yarborough 

Gore 

Muskie 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Gruening 

Nelson 

Young,  Ohio 

Hart 

Pearson 

NOT  VOTING— 
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Aiken 

Hayden 

McGovern 

Anderson 

Hollings 

McIntyre 

Bennett 

Hruska 

Mondale 

Brewster 

Inouye 

Montoya 

Brooke 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Morse 

Carlson 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Morton 

Church 

Kuchel 

Murphy 

Dodd 

Lausche 

Prouty 

Eastland 

Long,  Mo. 

Smathers 

Ervin 

Long,  La. 

Talmadge 

Fannin 

Magnuson 

Tydings 

Fong 

McCarthy 

Harris 

McGee 

So  the  amendment  of  Mr.  Williams 
of  Delaware  was  rej  ected.  [ 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  movfe 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Caroliona.  Mr. 
President,  I  move  to  lay  that  motion  on 
the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  address  an  inquiry  to  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  remaining  2  minutes  I  have  to  my¬ 
self. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  call  attention  to  the 
item  “Flood  Prevention,”  which  is  cov¬ 
ered  in  the  report  on  page  12,  and  point 
out  that  the  House  figure  is  greater  than 
the  budget  recommendation,  but  the  Sen¬ 
ate  figure  is  $2.5  million  imder  the  House 
increase. 

I  want  to  point  out  that  this  is  a  highly 
important  item.  The  so-called  watershed 
projects  have  been  very  successful.  I 
know  they  apply  in  California  and  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  and  I  think  they  apply  in  the 
State  of  Georgia,  as  well  as  others. 

I  am  not  going  to  offer  an  amendment, 
but  I  know  the  ch:.irman  thinks  this  is 
an  important  item.  My  request  is  that, 
as  to  the  difference  between  the  Senate 
figure  and  the  House  figure,  the  chair¬ 
man  will  consider  this  matter  in  confer¬ 
ence  in  the  light  of  what  may  develop 
there,  as  well  as  any  other  meritorious 
information  that  may  be  submitted.  I 
know  he  is  in  sympathy  with  the  projects. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  in  re¬ 
ply,  I  certainly  am  in  sympathy  with 
the  watershed  projects.  The  budget  fig¬ 
ure  was  $12,395  million.  The  House  ap¬ 
plied  $20  million.  Our  committee  recom¬ 
mended  $17.5  million,  this  being  more 
than  $5  million  over  the  budget  amount, 
one  of  the  few  items  where  we  have  gone 
over  that.  We  did  not  do  this  until  we 
discovered  that  there  was  a  $6  million 
carryover.  We  think  that  the  program  is 
well  cared  for,  but  I  will  be  glad  to  con¬ 
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sider  any  matter  in  conference  that  the 
Senator  is  concerned  with  and  will  do 
what  I  can  to  bring  about  what  I  think 
is  a  sound  result. 

I  am  sure  that  other  members  of  the 
conference  committee  will  take  the  same 
position. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  chairman, 
I  know  he  is  not  adamant  on  this  mat¬ 
ter,  but  will  have  an  open  mind  on  any 
facts  in  connection  with  it. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  send  to 
the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows: 

On  page  19,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out 
everything  beginning  on  line  16  through  line 
4  on  page  20. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  10  minutes. 

The  provision  sought  to  be  stricken  is 
the  provision  which  relates  to  the  use 
of  section  32  funds,  or  at  least  the  re¬ 
striction  on  their  use  which  is  contained 
in  the  appropriation  bill.  The  language 
sought  to  be  stricken  reads  as  follows: 

No  funds  available  under  section  32  of 
the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c) 
shall  be  used  for  any  purpose  other  than 
commodity  program  expenses  as  authorized 
therein,  and  other  related  operating  ex¬ 
penses,  except  for  (1)  transfers  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  as  authorized  by 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8,  1956, 
(2)  transfers  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act’, 
and  (3)  not  more  than  $2,950,000  for  formu¬ 
lation  and  administration  of  marketing 
agreements  and  orders  pursuant  to  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937, 
as  amended,  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1961. 

The  reason  why  I  have  moved  to  strike 
this  language  is  the  present  very  strong 
controversy  going  on  between  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  and  many  of  us, 
who  are  deeply  concerned  with  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  starvation,  or  malnutrition  equiv¬ 
alent  to  starvation,  in  the  United  States. 

It  will  be  remembered  that  the  record 
of  the  Senate  on  this  issue  is  very  good. 
The  Senate  took  up  the  bill  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis]  passed 
it,  and  has  done  its  utmost  to  bring  about 
action  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
on  the  bill,  without  success.  That  is  a 
distressing  thing  to  say;  nevertheless  it 
is  true. 

Then  along  comes  a  film  produced  by 
the  Columbia  Broadcasting  System,  pur¬ 
porting  to  show  in  a  most  heart-rending 
fashion,  the  situation  of  starving  people 
in  our  own  country,  including  children 
and  babies.  Indeed,  I  am  informed  by 
many  Senators,  and  it  has  been  said  pub¬ 
licly,  including  statements  made  at  a 
hearing  as  recently  as  this  morning,  that 
they  have  never  received  an  amount  of 
mail  on  any  issue  equal  to  the  mail  they 
are  receiving  on  the  question  of  starva¬ 
tion  in  the  United  States. 

When  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
pressed  upon  this  matter— and  he  has 
gotten  into  quite  a  controversy  with  CBS 
and  others  who  have  made  strong  state¬ 
ments  about  the  subject — this  is  what  he 
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says.  I  now  read  from  his  testimony 
given  before  the  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tion  and  Labor  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  just  a  very  few  days  ago,  on 
May  22,  1968.  Chairman  Perkins  asked 
him: 

What  amendments  would  you  suggest, 
Mr.  Secretary? 

That  is  in  trying  to  find  some  way  of 
introducing  the  ability  of  the  Secretary 
to  deal  with  this  subject  in  a  flexible  and 
selective  way. 

The  Secretary  said,  as  recorded  at 
page  210  of  the  hearings : 

The  one  that  seems  to  he  at  issue  here, 
and  was  all  naorning  more  than  any  other 
point  was  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  on  section  32.  I  would  welcome, 
as  I  said  this  morning,  action  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  that  would  say  that  those  funds  can 
be  used  for  any  food  programs  at  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary,  to  wit:  the  school  lunch 
and  the  food  stamp  programs  in  addition  to 
the  direction  programs,  regardless  of  whether 
■it  involves  surplus  commodities  or  not. 

What  the  Secretary,  in  effect,  is  say¬ 
ing,  is  that  he  is  inhibited  in  his  freedom 
of  action  in  dealing  selectively  with  con¬ 
ditions  of  starvation  in  the  United 
States  by  this  particular  provision  in  the 
appropriations  act,  a  provision,  inciden¬ 
tally,  which  we  have  carried  in  appropri¬ 
ations  acts  before.  I  am  a  member  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  and  I  have 
never  objected,  because  it  never  seemed 
to  me  that  there  was  any  real  import  to 
this  provision,  as  I  read  the  law,  or  at 
least  that  it  was  a  doubtfiil  question.  But 
the  Secretary  makes  this  the  one  set 
piece  that  he  says  makes  it  absolutely 
impossible  for  him,  because  we  have  said 
so,  to  do  the  things  that  need  to  be  done 
about  hunger.  I  do  not  agree  that  the 
language  so  inhibits  him,  but  will  assume 
for  purposes  of  discussion  that  it  does. 
I  would  note  that  $227  million,  accord¬ 
ing  to  my  information,  in  these  section 
32  fvmds  will  be  returned  to  the  Treasury 
this  year. 

By  way  of  explanation,  we  all  know 
that  section  32  fimds  are  made  up  of  30 
percent  of  the  U.S.  customs  levies,  and' 
may  be  used  for  a  wide  variety  of  pur¬ 
poses,  including  feeding  the  poor.  Inci¬ 
dentally,  we  have  provided  in  this  bill, 
in  the  special  milk  program  and  the 
school  limch  program,  authority  to  use 
section  32  funds.  This  is  not  at  all  un¬ 
usual. 

Another  aspect  of  the  matter,  Mr. 
President,  that  is  important,  is  that  we 
have  written,  as  a  matter  of  law,  into  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  a  prohibition  against 
utilizing  any  of  these  permanently  ap¬ 
propriated  section  32  funds.  We  have 
limited  the  food  stamp  program  specifi¬ 
cally  to  the  amounts  we  have  appro¬ 
priated.  That  is  contained  in  Public  Law 
90-91.  It  will  be  noted  that  the  food 
stamp  program  is  appropriated  for  the 
pending  appropriation  bill.  My  amend¬ 
ment  would  not  change  that. 

The  Secretary  would  not  be  able  to 
use  this  money  for  food  stamps,  unless 
we  changed  the  substantive  law,  which 
obviously  we  cannot  do  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  But  what  he  would  be  free  to 
do  would  be  to  use  it  for  commodities  or 
cash  transfers  to  all  his  other  food  as¬ 
sistance  programs.  He  could  use  it  to  pro¬ 
vide  additional  funds  for  school  lunches, 


for  example.  The  evidence  indicates  that 
a  good  many  poor  children  cannot  afford 
to  pay  whatever  they  have  to  pay  to  get 
these  limches.  A  woman  testified  this 
morning  that  she  had  seven  children  in 
school,  and  they  had  to  pay  30  cents 
a  day,  which  would  be  $2.10  a  da3i»  and 
she  just  could  not  pay  it. 

Therefore,  we  should  seek  to  alleviate 
the  situation  now,  until  we  may  later  re¬ 
consider  our  position  on  the  food  stamp 
program,  by  using  section  32  funds  to 
expand  other  programs,  to  wit,  the  direct 
distribution  program,  school  limches,  the 
OEO  emergency  food  programs,  and 
other  existing  efforts  or  any  new  pro¬ 
grams  he  might  create.  He  could  use 
these  funds  either  to  buy  commodities  for 
use  in  these  programs,  or  he  could  trans¬ 
fer  section  32  funds  directly.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  seeks  to  have  Congress  free  his 
hands  with  respect  to  his  construction  of 
the  law.  I  do  not  necessarily  agree  with 
it,  but  that  is  his  construction  of  the  law. 
That  is  one  reason  why  we  have  had 
these  terrible  rows  with  the  Secretary. 
"We  have  asked, '  “Why  cannot  the  bu¬ 
reaucracy  somehow  or  other  free  itself  so 
as  to  deal  with  the  situation  of  starva¬ 
tion,  or  of  such  serious  malnutrition  as 
to  amount  to  starvation?”  His  answer  is, 
“My  hands  are  tied  by  what  Congress  has 
written  into  appropriation  bills” — I  am 
trying  to  untie  his  hands  with  respect  to 
this  matter  and  accept  his  interpretation 
of  the  law,  a  law  which  apparently  he 
feels  is  absolutely  binding. 

That  is  the  issue,  Mr.  President.  If  we 
do  untie  his  hands,  it  does  not  mean  that 
he  will  spend  all  the  $200  million,  but  it 
does  mean  that  he  will  no  longer  have  a 
reason — call  it  an  excuse  if  you  will;  that 
is  what  it  may  be— for  not  applying  it  in 
a  massive  way  to  situations  which  seem 
to  be  causing  so  much  pain  and  anguish 
to  the  country,  which  constitute  a  big 
factor  in  the  agitation  in  Washington 
now,  by  the  so-called  Poor  People’s 
March,  and  which  are  producing  such  a 
violent  reaction  in  terms  of  mail  being 
sent  to  all  Members  of  Congress. 

As  to  the  way  in  which  the  poor  are 
dealt  with  in  terms  of  food,  it  is  well 
known,  that  the  food  stamp  programs 
are  local  option  programs  in  many  coun¬ 
ties.  The  Secretary  cannot  institute  them 
over  local  objections. 

There  has  also  been,  of  course,  a  tre¬ 
mendous  complaint  that,  in  the  case  of 
commodity  distribution,  there  is  a  very 
sharp  limitation  as  to  the  kind  of  com¬ 
modities  which  people  get.  That  is  veiw 
restrictive  and  harmful  to  any  kind  of  a 
sound  dietary  practice. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  an  additional  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  is  recognized  for  an 
additional  5  minutes. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  in  the  case 
of  food  stamps,  we  have  the  problem 
that  some  people  do  not  even  have  the 
minimal  amount  of  money  that  is  re¬ 
quired  to  pay  for  food  stamps.  It  might 
be  as  low  as  50  cents.  Still,  they  do  not 
have  even  that  much. 

This  is  not  an  easy  issue.  We  have  the 
findings  of  the  Citizens  Committee  on 
Hunger,  which  claims  that  roughly  300 


counties  in  the  hunger  categoi-y.  out  of 
the  poorest  1,000,  have  no  program.  We 
have  the  counter  argument  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  that  if  they  do  not  have  it  now, 
they  will  have  it  by  July  1. 

It  seemed  to  me  that  the  only  way  in 
which  I  could  see  that  we  could  try  today 
to  touch  the  focal  point  of  the  issue  was 
by  at  least  freeing  the  hands  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  in  respect  of  this  pool  of  section 
32  funds,  so  that  he  could  at  least  deal 
with  the  direct  situation  of  starvation 
and  malnutrition  where  it  exists  until 
we  could  actually  unravel  this  ball  of 
wool  in  order  to  see  what  ought  to  be 
done  and  what  ought  not  to  be  done  in 
terms  of  substantive  legislation. 

I  point  out  as  the  author  of  the  amend¬ 
ment,  and  by  way  of  legislative  history, 
that  we  would  expect  it  to  be  used  only 
by  the  Secretary  in  cases  of  serious 
hunger  or  in  cases  of  malnutrition  such 
as  to  represent  a  serious  peril  to  health. 

I  do  not  wish  the  manager  of  the  bill 
to  have  any  idea  that  this  is  some  open 
ended  authorization  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture.  And  I  am  not  even  trying  to 
argue  the  big  issues  which  are  involved 
in  the  food  stamp  plan,  et  cetera.  But  I 
am  confining  myself  to  a  situation  that 
is  appalling  to  us,  no  matter  what  are 
ideological  views — the  fact  that  a  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  in  the  United  States, 
with  a  tremendous  pool  of  funds  avail¬ 
able,  claims  that  he  cannot  move  into  a 
situation  as  desperate  as  hunger  and 
malnutrition  equivalent  to  hunger. 
Therefore,  I  have  made  my  effort  in  the 
best  way  I  can  define  it — artistic  or  in¬ 
artistic  as  it  may  be,  and  without  neces¬ 
sarily  agreeing  with  biiii  on  the  law — to 
strike  those  shackles  from  his  hands. 

This  thing  has  been  going  on  for 
months.  We  had  a  terrific  row  with  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture.  He  got  very 
angi-y  at  me,  as  some  Senators  may  have 
seen  on  television,  months  ago. 

Yet,  in  the  intervening  time,  not 
enough  progress  has  been  made.  The  sit¬ 
uation  continues.  He  makes  the  same 
point  that  he  made  before  when  he  got  so 
angry  at  me — the  fact  that  he  cannot  see 
his  way  under  the  law  as  being  able  to 
do  what  needs  to  be  done,  but  which  he 
says  he  cannot  do,  because  his  hands  are 
tied  by  this  provision. 

I  am  a  member  of  the  committee.  I 
could  have  brought  this  matter  up  on 
Monday.  However,  unfortunately  I  could 
not  be  present  on  Monday. 

In  the  meantime  the  arguments 
against  it  have  burgeoned  and  boiled  up 
in  the  last  few  days.  The  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  has  been  very  put  out  at  the 
broadcasting  companies,  and  he  had  a 
press  interview  which  has  been  placed 
on  the  front  page  of  the  newspapers.  It 
is  this  situation  that  I  am  trying  to  con¬ 
tend  with  in  the  amendment. 

I  hope  the  manager  of  the  bill  will 
accept  it  as  a  good  faith  explanation.  I 
was  unable  to  be  here  on  Monday  to  ex¬ 
plain  this  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  is  recognized  for  1 
minute. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
yield  first  to  the  Senator  from  North 
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Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  and  next  to  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  was  chair¬ 
man  and  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
was  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
subcommittee  back  in  the  years  when 
the  provision  in  the  bill  was  first  put  into 
effect,  some  10  or  12  years  ago.  It  has 
been  carried  every  year  since.  It  has  been 
a  salutary  measure. 

I  want  the  Senate  to  have  the  back¬ 
ground  from  these  two  great  Senators. 

I  yield  first  to  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  think  it  would  be  a  serious 
mistake  to  use  section  32  funds  for  any 
other  purpose  than  that  for  which  they 
are  now  being  used.  I  refer  to  their  use 
to  help  the  producers  of  perishable  com¬ 
modities  and  the  hungry  people  of  the 
United  States.  I  see  no  need  to  use  these 
funds  to  increase  the  USDA  payroll. 

I  do  not  know  of  any  State  that  can¬ 
not  afford  to  hire  welfare  directors.  My 
own  State  does  this.  Evei-y  coimty  in  my 
State  has  a  welfare  director.  Five- 
twelfths  of  the  sales  taxes  collected  are 
dedicated  to  welfare  puiToses.  I  assume 
every  other  State  trys  to  take  care  of  the 
poor  people  as  we  do. 

I  did  not  see  that  great  film  that  the 
Senator  talks  about,  but  I  did  read  the 
book,  “Hunger,  USA,”  on  which  it  was 
based.  And  I  never  read  a  book  as  in¬ 
accurate  as  that  book.  For  example,  in 
my  State  the  book  lists  eight  counties  as 
starvation  coimties. 

I  checked  with  welfare  directors  there. 
They  said  that  there  was  no  truth  to  it. 
Any  hungry  person  can  get  food  if  he 
wants  it. 

I  do  not  know  of  a  county  in  the  United 
States  that  cannot  get  surplus  food  or 
food  stamps  if  they  need  them. 

I  will  give  some  figures  as  to  what  Is 
contained  in  the  bill  and  what  we  are 
doing  with  section  32  funds  under  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  appropria¬ 
tions  to  help  poor  people  and  school  chil¬ 
dren. 

In  the  bill  there  is  contained  $225  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  food  stamp  program.  For  the 
school  lunch  program,  there  Is  $237,674,- 
000.  For  the  special  milk  program,  there 
is  $104  million.  For  the  food  distribution, 
there  is  an  estimated  amount  of  $168  mil¬ 
lion.  The  total  amount  is  $734,674,000  as 
against  $666,725,000  last  year. 

I  do  not  know  of  a  county  in  the  Unit¬ 
ed  States,  If  they  are  able  to  present  a 
case  on  behalf  of  their  poor  people  and 
if  the  poor  people  are  really  in  need  of 
food,  that  cannot  get  it  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  system. 

There  never  was  a  time  when  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  did  more  to  help  poor 
people  than  now. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  the  tabulation  to  which  I  re¬ 
ferred. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tabula¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Fiscal  year  1968  Fiscal  year  1969 


Food  stamp _  $185, 000,  000  $225, 000, 000 

School  lunch _  227,825,000  237,674,000 

Special  milk _ _  104,000,000  104,000,000 

Food  distribution _  ‘  149, 900,  000  >  168, 000,  000 


Total.. . .  666,725,000  734,674,000 


>  Estimate. 

Ml*.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
now  such  time  as  he  may  need  to  the 
Senator  from  Georgia. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  is  recognized. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
stumbled  into  this  matter  when  I  came  on 
the  floor  a  few  minutes  ago  and  my  rec¬ 
ollection  is  not  as  complete  and  clear  as 
I  would  like  for  it  to  be.  I  do,  however, 
recall  very  well  the  insertion  of  the  item 
in  the  bill  some'  10  or  12  years  ago. 

The  item  was  placed  in  the  bill  because 
the  committee  wished  to  retain  some 
semblance  of  congressional  surveillance 
and  control  over  spending  in  the  execu- 
\tive  branch. 

Section  32  is  a  very  loosely  drawn  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  bill.  In  passing  may  I  say-that 
a  great  deal  of  the  money  is  now  being 
spent  for  the  benefit  of  poor  people  in  the 
purchase  of  surplus  commodities  for  dis¬ 
tribution  to  the  school  lunch  pi-ogram ; 
and  to  food  progi’ams  in  various  counties? 
of  the  States.  ' 

I  The  item  was  inserted  in  the  bill  be- 
'  cause  the  Department  was  proposing  to 
>  use  a  substantial  sum  of  the  section  32 
funds  for  the  administrative  expenses  of 
other  agencies  of  the  Department  of 
,  Agriculture. 

As  I  recall,  it  was  the  old  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service  for  which  they  wished 
to  use  the  funds.  Some  of  it  was  for  the 
employment  of  personnel  and  for  travel¬ 
ing  expenses  and  per  diem  payments  to  a 
number  of  experts. 

Mr.  President,  the  item  was  put  into 
the  bill  so  the  Senate  committee  as  an  1 
agency  of  the  Senate,  and  the  House 
committee  as  an  agency  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  might  have  surveillance 
^of  these  funds.  A  great  deal  of  money  is 
“involved.  As  I  recall,  some  $700  million 
is  allocated  to  this  fund  each  year. 

They  do  not  always  use  all  of  it.  Some 
of  it  goes  back  to  the  Treasury,  and  the 
idea  of  any  money  reverting  to  the 
Treasury  is,  of  course,  very  painful  to 
some  people. 

I '  This  provision  should  not  be  stricken 
;  without  having  some  hearings  as  to  the 
I  reasons  for  this  action  and  the  effect  it 
I  will  have  on  the  overall  program  of  the 
i  Depai-tment  of  Agriculture. 

There  is  too  much  at  issue  here  to 
strike  this  limitation  on  such  a  sketchy 
testimony  as  was  afforded  by  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  York. 
With  all  deference  to  him,  he  does  not  go 
into  nor  consider  its  possible  impact  upon 
other  programs  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

These  section  32  funds  should  not  be 
Tised  for  administrative  expenses 
throughout  the  department,  and  If  this 


provision  is  stricken  from  the  bill,  they 
^  can  and  will  be  used  for  this  purpose. 

'  I  believe  this  matter  should  be  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  committee  hearings,  before  any 
such  drastic  action  as  proposed  by  the 
Senator  from  New  York  is  taken. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  allow  me  to  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays,  by  yielding  momentarily? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  object 
strongly  to  this  amendment,  for  several 
reasons. 

The  first  reason  I  cite  is  that  the  dis-r 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  York,  who 
offers  this  amendment  on  the  floor,  is  a 
member  of  our  subcommittee,  is  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  our  full  committee,  and  did  not 
attend  the  hearings  when  this  matter 
was  before  the  committee.  Until  this 
morning,  he  has  not  suggested  anything 
be  done  along  the  line  of  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  do  not  believe  that  is  playing 
quite  fair  with  the  other  members  of  the 
committee,  who  have  worked  hard,  who 
have  attended  the  hearings,  who  have 
attended  the  markups.  I  do  not  believe 
that  is  the  way  to  go  about  getting  legis¬ 
lation. 

The  second  point  is  this:  This  provi¬ 
sion  was  placed  in  the  bill  long  before  I 
became  chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 
I  was  a  member  of  the  subcommittee. 
And  it  was  done  so  because  misuses  of 
section  32  funds  were  being  made  and 
others  were  being  suggested  which  the 
committee  felt  should  not  be  made  with¬ 
out  having  some  kind  of  congressional 
supervision. 

The  particular  feature  that  was  sug¬ 
gested  was  the  payment  of  per  diem  and 
mileage  expenses  to  the  amount,  as  I  re¬ 
call— and  the  clerk  has  just  told  me  it 
also  is  his  recollection — of  approximately 
$125,000  that  year,  which  they  wanted  to 
use  in  that  way. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  believe  that  is 
the  proper  way  for  Federal  money  to  be 
used.  I  do  not  believe  it  is  a  proper  exer- 
c^e  of  our  own  discretion,  to  allow  that 
kind  of  practice  or  to  allow  a  situation 
under  which  that  kind  of  practice  could 
result. 

The  next  point  to  which  I  wish  to  call 
attention  is  the  fact  that  the  Senator 
makes  his  proposal  at  a  very  dangerous 
time.  The  Kennedy  round  reductions  of 
tariff  go  into  effect  as  of  July  1.  We  do 
not  know  what  the  result  will  be  by  way 
of  reduction  of  tariff  receipts;  and  Sen¬ 
ators  know,  of  course,  that  the  amount 
of  section  32  funds  in  any  one  year  de¬ 
pends  upon  the  amount  of  tariff  receipts, 
30  percent  of  which  is  dedicated  to  this 
fimd,  which,  in  the  first  instance,  is  ear¬ 
marked  for  use  in  preventing  surpluses  in 
highly  perishable  crops — fruits,  vegeta¬ 
bles,  meats,  poultry,  and  the  like — from 
tearing  down  the  value  of  the  production 
which  is  needed  by  our  country. 

There  Is  a  limit  upon  how  much  can 
be  used  In  any  one  commodity.  That 
limit  has  had  to  be  approached  3  times 
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since  I  have  been  a  Member  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate — always  for  meat.  I  believe  once  it 
was  for  red  meat,  and  twice  for  pork,  or 
vice  versa.  Approximately  $100  million  a 
year  had  to  be  used  to  prevent  surplus 
production  of  those  important  meats 
from  tearing  down  the  value  of  the  rest 
of  the  meat  which  was  needed  by  our 
Nation. 

The  fact  is  that  this  amendment,  as  it 
has  been  continued  in  this  bill  for  the 
last  10  or  12  years,  simply  provides  that 
except  as  authorized  annually  in  this  bill, 
and  except  for  certain  permanent  trans¬ 
fers  out  of  section  32,  which  we  have 
agreed  to  by  legislation — one  for  the  aid 
of  the  fishery  people  and  one  for  the 
formulation  and  administration  of  mar¬ 
keting  agreements.  We  feel  that  market¬ 
ing  agreements,  as  applicable  to  perish¬ 
able  commodities,  is  one  of  the  pieces  of 
machinery  allowed  by  law  which  should 
help  to  avert  surpluses.  So  we  have  al¬ 
lowed  by  law  the  use  of  $2,950,000  for  the 
administration  and  development  of  mar¬ 
keting  agreements  and  orders. 

We  have  allowed  other  sums  which  are 
mentioned  in  this  bill,  which  have  some 
relation  to  the  general  subject  matter. 
We  have  allowed  $104  million  a  year  to  be 
directed  for  the  special  school  milk  pro¬ 
gram.  We  have  no  objection  to  that  con¬ 
tinuing.  Over  the  years,  we  have  allowed 
$45  million  a  year  for  the  school  lunch 
program,  and  that  is  stepped  up  this  year 
to  $64,325,000. 

We  are  not  insensible  to  the  thought 
that  the  school  lunch  program  needs 
help.  The  surplus  purchase  program,  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  has  been  one  of  the  great 
contributors  to  the  school  Ixmch  program. 
When  commodities  are  taken  off  the 
market  by  a  section  32  purchase,  the  first 
and  dearest  objective  for  the  use  of  those 
commodities  is  their  being  placed  into 
the  school  lunch  program. 

So  that  we  believe  that  the  continua¬ 
tion  of  this  program  is  wise  and  has 
proved  necessary.  It  would  be  unwise  to 
discontinue  the  program  at  the  very  time 
when  we  need  to  transfer,  at  the  end  of 
the  year,  all  that  is  not  really  needed  for 
section  32  purposes.  This  would  be  the 
most  unwise  time  we  could  move  to  take 
this  provision  out  of  the  law. 

This  provision  insists  upon  the  use  of 
section  32  funds  for  approved  section  32 
purposes,  as  approved  by  Congress:  and 
then  the  remainder  of  it,  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  of  a  carryover  of  $300  million  as 
provided  for  by  law,  goes  into  the 
general  revenue  fimd  each  year. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  not  had  as 
much  use  for  section  32  fimds  in  the 
last  2  or  3  years  as  we  sometimes  have 
had,  because  there  have  not  been  huge 
surpluses  that  were  selling  at  a  loss  to 
people  in  the  fields  of  perishable  com¬ 
modities,  such  as  has  sometimes  existed 
in  the  past.  Frankly,  looking  at  the  pic¬ 
ture  as  it  is  now  developing,  I  believe  we 
will  have  more  need  for  section  32  pur¬ 
chases  this  year  than  we  have  had  for 
the  last  2  or  3  years.  When  I  look  at  the 
price  of  meat,  when  I  look  at  the  price  of 
poultry,  when  I  look  at  the  price  of  some 
fruits  and  vegetables,  I  believe  we  will 
have  real  need  for  this  provision. 

I  believe  we  have  been  careful  and 
even  generous  in  caring  for  other  needs 


that  are  not  strictly  section  32  objectives,, 
and  I  have  mentioned  some  of  them 
already. 

I  hope  that  we  shall  not  disturb  this 
salutaiy  provision  of  the  law,  which  has 
been  carried  fomard  for  the  last  10  or 
12  years;  or,  if  we  seriously  believe  it 
should  be  disturbed,  that  we  will  make  it 
the  subject  matter  of  proper  hearings 
at  the  proper  time  in  our  committee,  so 
that  we  can  know  what  is  happening, 
rather  than  have  something  simply 
thrown  into  the  lap  of  the  Senate  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate,  at  the  time  of  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill,  by  a  member  of 
the  subcommittee,  who  is  also  a  member 
of  the  full  committee  and  who  has  never 
previously  suggested  that  such  a  course 
would  be  followed. 

The  committees  have,  therefore,  not 
had  a  chance  to  consider  it.  I  hope  the 
amendment  will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield.' 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Do  I  understand  there 
was  no  testimony  before  the  committee 
on  this  amendment? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  If  thei'e  is  any  testi¬ 
mony  I  have  no  recollection  of  it.  TTiere  is 
much  testimony  in  the  hearings  as  to  the 
use  of  the  section  32  fund  and  our  desire 
to  continue  that.  We  even  showed  a  desire 
to  enlarge  the  use  of  it  for  the  school 
limch  program  and  we  have  been  rather 
generous  in  allocating  for  it.  We  allocated 
$15  million  this  year  for  some  research 
programs,  as  the  Senator  may  recall.  We 
do  not  want  to  be  stingy  in  any  way  and 
this  committee  cannot  be  charged  with 
being  insensitive  to  the  needs  of  the  poor 
or  insensitive  to  the  needs  of  school 
children. 

To  the  contrary,  we  have  gone  far 
beyond  the  action  of  the  other  body  in 
those  fields.  My  feeling  is  that  this  is  a 
very  meritorious  provision,  long  con¬ 
tinued  in  the  bill,  and  this  is  the  very 
worst  time  to  discontinue  it,  when  we 
need  money  to  be  saved,  when  we  need 
congressional  supervision  of  spending, 
and  when  we  do  not  need  to  turn  loose  to 
a  governmental  official  large  sums  as  this 
might  involve,  as  large  as  $230  million, 
for  spending  in  any  direction  that  the 
Secretary  or  his  people  may  require. 

Considering  the  fact  that  the  tariff 
revenues  will  certainly  go  down  begin¬ 
ning  July  1,  this  is  the  worst  time  possi¬ 
ble  to  suggest  a  depletion  of  section  32 
fimds. 

I  hope  the  amendment  is  rejected. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania. 

Ml-.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  Secretary 
Freeman  told  the  House  Committee  on 
Education  and  Labor  that  section  32  of 
the  Agriculture  Act  of  1935  prevented 
him  from  feeding  the  hungry.  I  do  not 
think  he  is  right,  but  if  he  is  right,  and 
he  might  be,  let  us  take  section  32  out 
of  the  way  so  that  the  hungry  can  be 
fed.  I  can  think  of  no  better  time  to  do 
it  than  now,  right  after  that  extraordi¬ 
nary  documentary  film  produced  for 
television  by  CBS,  entitled  “Hunger  in 
America,”  which  incidentally  will  be 
shown  in  15  minutes  in  the  Senate  au¬ 


ditorium  in  the  New  Senate  Office  Build¬ 
ing,  and  again  at  3  o’clock. 

Hunger  in  America  is  beginning  to  get 
through  to  the  American  people,  and  it 
is  high  time  it  did.  It  is  also  high  time 
that  bureaucrats — and  I  exclude  Mr. 
Freeman  from  that  invidious  descrip¬ 
tion — were  given  a  clear  green  light  to 
feed  the  hungry. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  three  editorials  as  follows:  An 
editorial  entitled  “A  Morsel  for  the 
Staiwing,”  published  in  the  Philadelphia 
Evening  Bulletin,  an  editorial  entitled 
“Hunger  in  the  Nation,”  published  in  the 
Philadelphia  Evening  Bulletin,  and  an 
editorial  entitled  “Inexcusable  Hunger 
in  America,”  published  in  the  Philadel¬ 
phia  Inquirer. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editori¬ 
als  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

A  Morsel  for  the  Starving 

More  than  13  months  have  gone  by  since 
the  first  general  disclosures  of  starvation  In 
the  Deep  South  and  now  the  first  trickle  of 
funds  to  alleviate  the  condition  Is  Just  be¬ 
ginning  to  flow  out. 

Aside  from  the  shame  of  permitting  star¬ 
vation  in  the  world’s  most  affluent  nation 
and  the  added  shame  of  taking  so  long  to  do 
something  about  it,  the  prime  realization 
required  at  the  moment  is  that  the  present 
effort  is  nowhere  near  enough  and  must  be 
substantially  augmented  by  Congress  this 
year. 

After  Congress  last  year  amended  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Opportunity  Act  to  provide  $25  million 
this  year  and  $50  million  next  for  relief  of 
those  needing  food,  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee  chopped  the  first-year  allocation 
to  $10  million.  The  first  $5  million  of  that — 
for  dispersal  of  food  and  medicine  by  the 
Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  in  256  coun¬ 
ties  in  21  states — is  just  now  beginning  to 
be  paid  out. 

Of  the  remaining  $5  million,  about  half 
will  go  into  the  food  stamp  prc^ram,  which 
has  lately  run  out  of  funds,  and  the  re¬ 
mainder  will  go  to  -a  variety  of  programs, 
including  some  payments  to  families  who 
cannot  afford  to  buy  the  food  stamps,  no 
matter  how  great  a  bargain  they  are. 

This  has  been  a  situation  encountered  by 
the  poor  all  over  the  country,  including 
Philadelphia,  and  should  prompt  a  restudy 
of  the  program. 

Not  only  are  the  programs  skimpy,  the 
information  about  starvation  in  America  is 
rudimentary.  At  last  year’s  Senate  subcom¬ 
mittee  hearings,  it  was  revealed  that  no 
agency  of  the  Government  knew  how  ex¬ 
tensive  the  condition  was.  Provision  was  then 
made  in  the  Partnership  for  Health  Act  for 
a  study  to  find  out,  but  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  allocated  no  funds  for  it  and  no 
study  has  been  started. 

The  conclusion  must  be:  not  only  do  we 
tolerate  starvation,  we  don’t  want  to  know 
much  about  It. 


Hunger  in  the  Nation 
The  gap  in  the  Federal  Government’s 
knowledge  about  the  extensiveness  of  hunger 
and  starvation  in  the  United  States  has  now 
been  bridged — not  by  the  Government,  but 
by  a  private  organization,  the  Citizens’ 
Board  of  Inquiry  into  Hunger  and  Malnutri¬ 
tion.  It  is  one  more  chapter  in  our  question¬ 
able  record  of  dealing  with  this  national 
problem. 

Ten  million  people,  at  least — more  than 
the  total  population  of  Belgium — are  victims 
of  hunger,  the  Citizens’  Board  found.  Fad¬ 
ed  eral  food  programs  cover  only  5.4  million 
of  the  9  million  poor,  and  not  the  poorest 
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of  the  poor,  at  that.  The  Citizens’  group  calls 
the  surplus  food  and  food  stamp  programs 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  a  failure, 
much  of  the  blame  resting  with  influential 
members  of  Congress  who  have  prevented 
the  programs  from  being  effective.  They  rec¬ 
ommend  that  emergency  food  programs  and 
free  food  stamps  based  on  income  tax  re¬ 
turns  be  handled  by  either  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare  or  the 
Office  of  Economic  Opportunity. 

To  a  small  degree,  this  is  the  direction  in 
which  government  already  has  begun  turn¬ 
ing.  The  tiny  trickle  of  emergency  food 
funds  that  began  to  flow  out  of  Washing¬ 
ton  last  month — a  good  year  after  the  first 
general  disclosures  of  starvation  and  hun¬ 
ger — went  out  through  the  OEO.  Except  for 
the  physical  fact  that  food  was  being  han¬ 
dled,  there  never  has  been  any  fundamental 
reason  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to 
administer  the  programs.  They  are,  in  fact, 
quite  apart  from  the  department’s  prime 
mission. 

It  is  high  time  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  seriously  undertook  to  eliminate  hun¬ 
ger  in  this  affluent  land.  A  proposal  by  Sen¬ 
ator  George  McGovern  for  a  special  and 
searching  Inquiry  by  the  U.S.  Senate  into  all 
aspects  of  the  programs  now  supposedly 
dealing  with  this  problem  certainly  appears 
to  merit  immediate  approval. 


Inexcusable  Hunger  in  America 

The  charge  by  a  committee  of  private  citi¬ 
zens  that  there  is  detailed  and  explicit  evi¬ 
dence  of  chronic  hunger  of  a  “desperate”  na¬ 
ture  in  many  parts  of  the  United  States,  but 
primarily  in  the  South  and  Southwest,  in 
spite  of  the  vast  abundance  of  this  Nation’s 
food  production  and  largesse  to  the  needy 
both  at  home  and  abroad,  demands  immedi¬ 
ate  attention  from  State  and  local  agencies 
and  the  Federal  Government. 

A  principal  blame  for  this  situation  is  fas¬ 
tened  by  the  committee  on  misconceptions 
in  the  handling  of  Federal  food  programs 
administered  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  funded  by  Congress.  The  committee 
charges  these  are  “designed  and  adminis¬ 
tered”  to  maximum  agriculture  income.  All 
other  objectives,  it  says,  “always  yield  to 
this  one.” 

About  the  actual  existence  of  large  scale 
suffering  there  seems  little  reason  for  doubt. 
The  Citizens’  Board  of  Inquiry  into  Hunger 
and  Malnutrition  has  spent  nine  months 
studying  the  evidence  and  touring  the  coun¬ 
try.  It  found  256  “hunger  counties”  in  20 
States  where  a  total  of  millions  of  people 
“must  go  without  food  for  days  each 
month.”  It  describes  the  prevalence  of  hun¬ 
ger  and  malnutrition  among  the  poor  in  such 
counties,  particularly  in  Georgia  and  Missis¬ 
sippi,  as  “desperate  and  shocking.” 

It  reported  a  second  group  of  counties  in 
other  States,  including  eight  in  Pennsylvania, 
where  a  “serious  hunger  problem”  exists  pri¬ 
marily  because  food  and  welfare  programs 
reach  less  than  25  percent  of  the  poor. 

More  study  may  be  needed  to  find  a  per¬ 
manent  remedy,  but  while  people  suffer,  the 
inescapable  immediate  need  is  for  corrective 
steps.  Congress  might  well  heed  the  Board’s 
advice  that  Federal  food  programs  be  re¬ 
moved  from  the  administration  of  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Department.  Responsible  agencies  in 
our  own  Commonwealth  should  forego  the 
usual  Indignant  denials  and  concentrate  on 
eliminating  the  horrible  conditions  found  by 
the  Committee. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  also  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  a  transcript  of  the  CBS  pro¬ 
gram  “Hunger  In  America,”  as  broadcast 
over  CBS  Television  on  May  21,  1968. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tran¬ 
script  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Charles  Kuralt.  Hunger  is  hard  to  recog¬ 
nize  in  America.  We  know  it  in  other  places, 
like  Asia  and  Africa.  But  these  children,  all 
of  them,  are  Americans.  And  all  of  them  are 
hungry. 

Hunger  is  easy  to  recognize  when  it  looks 
like  this.  This  baby  is  dying  of  starvation. 
He  was  an  American.  Now  he  is  dead. 

( Announcement. ) 

Announcer.  Here  for  CBS  Reports  is 
Charles  Kuralt. 

Kuralt.  Food  is  the  most  basic  of  all  hu¬ 
man  needs.  Man  can  manage  to  live  without 
shelter,  without  clothing,  even  without  love. 
Poverty,  unpleasant  as  it  is,  is  bearable.  But 
man  can’t  remain  alive  without  food. 

America  is  the  richest  country  in  the 
world,  in  fact  the  richest  country  in  history. 
We  spend  a  colossal  amount  of  money — one 
and  a  half  billion  dollars  a  year — to  feed  the 
rest  of  the  world.  But  this  spring  a  private 
agency.  The  Citizens  Board  of  Inquiry,  con¬ 
sisting  of  distinguished  leaders  in  many 
fields,  released  an  exhaustive  report  claim¬ 
ing  that  serious  hunger  exists  in  many  places 
in  the  United  States. 

Out  of  a  total  population  of  200  mllUon, 
the  report  states,  30  million  Americans  are 
Impoverished,  with  family  income  below 
$3,000  a  year.  Five  million  of  these  people 
are  helped  by  two  existing  Federal  Food 
Programs.  Now  a  new  figure  must  be  added: 
Of  the  30  million  who  are  impoverished  ten 
million  Americans,  whether  or  not  they  are 
reached  by  Federal  ajd,  are  hungry.  That’s 
just  the  arithmetic.  Unfortunately,  the  prob¬ 
lem  is  all  too  human. 

CBS  News  has  spent  the  last  ten  months 
investigating  hunger  in  America.  We  selected 
four  areas  of  the  country  to  examine  close¬ 
ly.  Tonight  we  present  our  results. 

San  Antonio,  Texas,  is  celebrating  its  250th 
birthday  with  an  international  exposition, 
HemisFair  ’68.  Thirty-two  foreign  countries 
with  pavilions,  restaurants,  amusements  and 
exhibits  are  helping  San  Antonio  congratu¬ 
late  itself  on  its  growth  and  progress.  There 
is  a  skyride,  a  monorail,  and,  of  course,  the 
usual  600-foot  tower  with  the  revolving 
restaurant  on  top.  Texas  Governor  Johit  Con- 
nally  says  HemisFair  has  turned  the  down¬ 
town  area  “from  slum  to  jewel  box.” 

But  the  jewels  don’t  glitter  very  brightly 
on  the  other  side  of  town  where  400,000 
Mexican-Americans  live,  half  the  city’s  pop¬ 
ulation.  Most  of  them  are  crowded  into  what 
city  officials  refer  to  as  “poverty  tracks.” 
Mexican-Americans  face  a  language  barrier, 
and  like  most  poor  people,  they  suffer  from 
lack  of  skills  and  unemployment.  A  hard 
time  earning  means  a  hard  time  eating.  A 
quarter  of  San  Antonio’s  Mexican-Americans, 
100,000  people,  are  hungry  all  the  time. 

CBS  News  Correspondent  David  Culhane 
found  out  how  hungry  from  a  woman  with 
six  children  and  an  unemployed  husband. 

Culhane.  Do  you  have  any  food  in  the 
house  now? 

Mrs.  Medrano.  No,  sir.  I  haven’t  got  any¬ 
thing. 

Culhane.  What  do  you  tell  your  children 
when  they  come  home  and  there  is  no  food? 

Mrs.  Medrano.  That  we  haven’t  got  any¬ 
thing  to  eat  and  they  just  have  to  lay  down 
hke  that  until  the  next  day  and  see  if  we  can 
find  something  to  eat. 

Culhane.  And  that’s  it? 

Mrs.  Medrano.  Yes,  sir.  They  just  come  in 
and  drink  some  water  and  go  to  bed. 

Kuralt.  Father  Ralph  Ruiz,  a  Catholic 
priest,  lives  and  works  with  the  poorest  of 
San  Antonio’s  Mexican-Americans.  He  is  a 
missionary  among  his  own  people.  Father 
Ruiz  gives  out  food  as  often  as  he  does 
Communion.  Prayer,  Father  Ruiz  knows,  is 
not  what  a  man  wants  when  his  stomach  is 
empty. 

Ruiz.  Many  people  expect  to  see  hunger 
In  the  faces  of  children  or  of  other  people. 
Hunger  is  felt  and  when  you  begin  to  see 
hunger  in  the  faces  of  people,  it  is  because 
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they  no  longer  feel  that  hunger.  I’ve  asked 
them,  “Are  you  hungry?  How  are  you  doing?” 
“No,  no.  Father,  we’re  doing  fine.”  “What 
did  you  have  to  eat?”  I  asked  them.  “We  had 
beans  and  tortillas.”  “When?”  “This  morn¬ 
ing.”  “And  this  afternoon?”  “We  had  beans 
and  tortillas.”  “And  what  are  you  going  to  eat 
tonight?”  “Beans  and  tortillas.” 

I  am  a  Mexican-American  myself  and  I  love 
beans  and  tortillas  and  chile,  but  I  also  love 
meat,  milk,  cheese.  And  if  anybody  thinks  the 
poor  eat  tortillas  and  beans  and  that  alone 
because  they  love  it,  they  are  naive. 

Many  times  children  get  pennies,  nickels, 
dimes,  and  the  first  thing  they  do  is  run  to 
the  store  and  buy  junk  like  candies,  potato 
chips,  things  like  that,  and  we  criticize 
them.  Look  at  those  kids  rimning  to  the  store 
and  buying  that  junk.  But  these  little  fel¬ 
lows  instinotively  go  and  buy  these  sweets 
and  so  on  because  it  will  do  away  with  their 
hunger.  It  will  mitigate  their  hunger.  For 
these  people — my  people — education  is  a  lux¬ 
ury.  The  mind  comes  in  second  place  when 
the  stomach  is  empty. 

Y  tu?  Jerry,  Pasa  a  escuela? 

Jerry.  Si. 

Ruiz.  Hablas  Ongles? 

Jerry.  Poqulto. 

Ruiz.  OK.  What  school  do  you  go  to? 

Jerry.  Southside. 

Ruiz.  Southside.  How  far  is  school  from 
here? 

Jerry.  Eight. 

Ruiz.  Eight  what? 

Jerry.  Eight  miles. 

Ruiz.  Is  it  a  high  school,  or  a  junior  high 
school? 

Jerry.  Junior  high. 

Ruiz.  Junior  high.  When  you  go  to  school 
there,  do  you  take  lunch  with  you? 

Jerry.  No,  sir. 

Ruiz.  And  what  do  you  eat  at  noon  then? 
Jerry.  Nothing. 

Ruiz.  Do  they  have — do  they  have  a  cafe¬ 
teria  there? 

Jerry.  Yes,  sir. 

Ruiz.  Do  they  know  that  you  eat  nothing 
at  noon? 

Jerry.  I  guess  not. 

Ruiz.  How  much  does  lunch  cost  over 
there? 

Jerry.  ’Thirty-five. 

Ruiz.  Do  you  have  35  cents  to  buy  vour 
food  with? 

Jerry.  No,  sir. 

Ruiz.  In  the  mornings  when  you  go  to 
school,  do  you  always  have  breakfast  here 
at  home? 

Jerry.  Yes,  sir. 

Ruiz.  What  do  you  have  for  breakfast  here 
at  home? 

Jerry.  Beans. 

Ruiz.  Beans.  What  time  do  you  quit  school 
every  day? 

Jerry.  Three-thirty. 

Ruiz.  Till  three-thirty.  So  from  morning 
till  three-thirty,  you  have  nothing  else  to 
eat? 

Jerry.  No,  sir. 

Ruiz.  Besides  beans? 

Jerry.  Yes. 

Ruiz.  How  are  you  able  to  work,  in  school, 
and  to  study  if  you  have  nothing  to  eat  at 
noon? 

Jerry.  I  don’t  know. 

Ruiz.  They  don’t  know  what  it  is  to  have 
meat  at  least  once  a  week.  They  don’t  know 
what  it  is  to  have  milk  at  least  once  a  day 
for  their  children.  They  don’t  know  what  it 
is  to  have  a  dessert.  They’ve  never  had  a  des¬ 
sert.  All  these  things  to  them  are  like  a  star 
able  to  be  seen,  unable  to  be  attained. 

Kuralt.  San  Antonio’s  answer  to  hunger  ' 
for  the  last  fourteen  years  has  been  surplus 
commodities.  Surplus  commodities  are  foods 
that  farmers  cannot  sell  and  nobody  else 
wants.  The  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
buys  surplus  crops  from  farmers  and  gets  rid 
of  them  by  giving  them  to  the  poor.  For 
farmers  and  the  Government,  commodities 
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are  a  convenience;  for  the  poor  they  are  sim¬ 
ply  an  inadequate  dole.  The  program  con¬ 
sists  largely  of  dumping  excesses  rather  than 
providing  essentials.  In  April,  for  instance, 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  distributed 
1,400,000  pounds  of  peanut  butter.  The  pro¬ 
gram  has  not  changed  since  it  was  conceived 
of  in  the  1930’s.  Commodities  are  still  given 
to  three  and  a  half  million  Americans  in 
1,272  counties.  Commodities  are  most  notable 
for  the  foods  they  do  not  include:  there  are 
no  green  vegetables,  no  eggs,  no  fresh  meat, 
fresh  milk  or  fruit.  No  one  claims  that  sur¬ 
plus  commodities  are  anything  but  a  diet 
supplement,  but  for  all  too  many  of  those 
who  receive  them,  commodities  are  the  entire 
diet. 

The  poor  are  alive  because  they  eat;  they 
are  malnourished  because  of  what  they  eat. 
Fat  people  can  be  hungry  people. 

CxjLHANE.  I  understand  that  you’ve  been 
ill.  Can  you  tell  me  about  it? 

Woman.  Well,  it  started  when  I  was  ex¬ 
pecting  my  baby,  about  nine  months — al¬ 
most  a  year.  I  got  sick  and  the  doctor  said 
that  I  had  to  stay  in  bed  for  quite  a  while, 
which  I  did  and,  well,  I  was  supposed  to  be 
in  so  many  ways  on  a  diet,  but  I  couldn’t 
afford  them  on  account  that  my  husband  is 
not  making  enough  money  to  support  a  fam¬ 
ily,  which  is  nine  in  the  family. 

CuLHANE.  What  did  he  say  that  you  should 
eat? 

Woman.  Well,  he — he  recommends  that  I 
had  to  eat — either  I  eat  these  things  of  if  I 
keep  on  gaining — The  truth  is,  if  I  keep  on 
gaining  and  eating  starch  things,  I  won’t 
last  long. 

Kuralt.  Hunger  is  never  so  devastating  as 
in  a  child.  Never  so  horrifying  as  in  what  it 
may  drive  a  child  to  do.  Social  Worker  Mary 
Garcia  sees  many  such  children. 

CuEHANE.  Miss  Garcia,  why  is  this  girl  be¬ 
ing  detained? 

Miss  Garcia.  She  was  picked  up  for  solicit¬ 
ing  for  prostitution. 

CuLHANE.  How  old  is  she? 

Miss  Garcia.  She’s  eleven. 

CuLHANE.  Eleven.  Is  this  an  unusual  case? 

Miss  Garcia.  Well,  yes,  unusual  because 
of  her  age:  but  I  do  have  quite  a  number 
of  girls  that  are  involved  in  it. 

CuLHANE.  Why  would  a  girl  of  this  age  go 
into  prostitution? 

Miss  Garcia.  Well,  in  talking  to  them,  the 
reason  they  give  me  is  that  they  do  it  so 
that  they  can  get  the  money  to  buy  food. 
Because  they  don’t  have  any  at  home. 

Kuralt.  San  Antonio  has  four  County 
Commissioners,  and  their  opinions  vary.  A.  J. 
Ploch  is  the  Senior  Commissioner.  He  has 
served  five  successive  terms — for  the  last 
18  years.  David  Culhane  asked  Commissioner 
Ploch  about  the  children  in  San  Antonio  who 
are  not  getting  enough  food. 

Ploch.  Well,  why  are  they  not  getting 
enough  food?  Because  the  father  won’t  work 
and  I  mean  won’t  work.  If  they  won’t  work, 
do  you  expect  the  taxpayer  to  raise  all  the 
kids?  First  let’s  do  something  with  their 
daddies,  and  then,  yes,  take  care  of  the  kids. 

Culhane.  I  wonder  whether  these  chil¬ 
dren  who  are  not  getting  a  proper  diet  are 
going  to  be  able  to  learn  properly  in  school? 

Ploch.  Well,  what  do  you  mean  ‘‘learn 
properly  in  school?”  Do  you  really  need 
school?  Other  than,  say,  an  eighth  grade  ed¬ 
ucation?  That’s  another  thing  people  keep 
talking  about — this  education — college  ed¬ 
ucation.  It’s  not  necessary. 

Culhane.  What  do  you  do  about  the  chil¬ 
dren  who  are  not  getting  enough  to  eat? 

Ploch.  Well,  I  don’t  know  about  that,  be¬ 
cause  that’s  really  the  problem  of  the  father. 
Now,  what  to  do  about  the  man,  I  don’t 
know,  but  you’ll  always  have  that  condi¬ 
tion,  because  if  you  don’t  have  that  condi¬ 
tion,  then  you’ll  never  have  Indians  and 
chiefs  and  you’ve  got  to  have  Indians  and 
chiefs. 


Culhane.  I’m  not  sure  I  understand  what 
you  mean.  You  mean  that  you’ll  always  have 
hunger? 

Ploch.  Not  necessarily — yes,  you’ll  always 
have  it,  because  some  men  Just  ain’t  worth 
a  dime.  You’ll  always  have  hunger,  yes. 

Kuralt.  San  Antonio  has  one  charity  hos¬ 
pital,  ’The  Robert  B.  Green.  David  Culhane 
talked  with  Mrs.  Vera  Burke,  who  is  di¬ 
rector  of  Social  Services  at  this  hospital. 

Culhane.  Mrs.  Burke,  how  many  of  these 
people  would  you  say  are  malnourished? 

Mrs.  Burke.  Well,  I  would  say  in  one  way 
or  another  all  of  them  are  malnourished  and 
we  see  in  this  clinic  300  patients  every  day 
during  the  week  and  about  200  every  single 
day  of  the  week  in  the  emergency  room.  Many 
of  our  patients  arrive  here  without  having 
had  breakfast:  all  of  <them  we  know  have 
inadequate  food  budgets  and  inadequate 
diets,  and  one  of  the  problems  in  treating 
patients  with  inadequate  qiets  is  that  you 
have  a  prolonged  period  of  recovery  due  to 
inadequate  food  intake  and  Inadequate  pro¬ 
tein.  Specifically  these  patients  eat  a  high 
starchy  diet  which  is  not  conducive  to  good- 
speedy  recovery. 

Perhaps  because  of  the  malnutrition  and 
their  hard  lives,  many  of  them  look  10,  even 
20  years  older  than  they  really  are.  Many  of 
these  patients  will  be  told  that  they  must 
have  certain  foods.  None  of  them  will  be  able 
to  buy  even  the  basic  diet  that  the  doctors 
tell  them  to  have.  As  a  social  worker,  the 
first  Impact  that  the  hospital  in  San  Antonio 
made  on  me  was  one  of  great  shock,  because 
in  the  ten  years  that  I  worked  at  Bellevue 
Hospital  in  New  York,  I  never  saw  patients 
with  as  much  malnutrition  as  I  encountered 
here.  Most  particularly  this  occurs  in  the 
pediatric  service. 

Kuralt.  Three  wards  at  the  Robert  B. 
Green  Hospital  are  constantly  filled  with 
babies  admitted  because  of  malnutrition  and 
diarrhea.  In  a  small  child  who  is  poorly 
nourished  to  begin  with,  diarrhea  can  be 
fatal.  ’These  babies  are  from  six  months  to 
more  than  a  year  old. 

Mrs.  Burke.  Think,  if  you  will,  of  a  baby 
over  a  year  old  weighing  less  than  five 
pounds.  They  come  here  weighing  less  than 
they  did  when  they  were  born.  But  the  awful 
fact  is  that  after  these  months  of  treatment, 
we  send  these  babies  back  home  where  there 
is  no  milk  and  the  nutrition  is  so  poor  that 
they  return  to  the  hospital  again  and  again 
and  again. 

Kuralt.  Because  of  malnutrition,  the 
wards  for  premature  babies  are  also  con¬ 
stantly  filled.  Malnutrition — a  problem  for 
the  mother — can  become  a  tragedy  for  her 
baby. 

Mrs.  Burke.  There  is  a  distinct  correlation 
between  the  food  that  a  mother  receives  dur¬ 
ing  pregnancy  and  the  kind  of  a  delivery  she 
is  going  to  have.  With  inadequate  nutrition, 
there  is  also  a  strong  risk  that  the  baby  will 
be  premature  or  will  be  of  premature 
weight — less  than  five  i>ounds — even  if  born 
at  full  term. 

Kuralt.  Many  of  these  babies  born  of  mal¬ 
nourished  mothers  weigh  as  little  as  a  pound 
and  a  half.  They  must  be  fed  intravenously 
and  they  require  constant  medical  attention. 
Some  have  to  remain  in  isolets  for  more  than 
eight  months,  still  weighing  less  than-  a  baby 
should  at  birth. 

Mrs.  Burke.  Their  lives  are  constantly  in 
Jeopardy.  They  have  a  very  hard  time  making 
it  to  live,  but  with  the  special  care  that  they 
get,  many  do  manage  to  survive. 

Kuralt.  Some  of  the  babies  do  not  survive. 

(Announcement.) 

Announcer.  Here  again  is  Charles  Kuralt. 

Kuralt.  Loudoun  County,  Virginia,  is  any¬ 
thing  but  a  poverty  pocket.  It  is  headquarters 
for  the  so-called  horsey  set.  The  coimty  con¬ 
tains  hunt  clubs,  private  schools,  and 
aristocratic  race  meets  that  mingle  the 
pedigrees  of  the  horses  with  those  of  their 


owners.  The  trappings  of  wealth  are  every¬ 
where.  Loudoun  County  is  only  25  miles  out¬ 
side  Washington,  D.C.  It  is  the  home  of  dis¬ 
tinguished  legislators  Uke  Senator  Everett 
Dirksen,  celebrities  like  Arthur  Godfrey. 
Society  here  is  studded  with  American 
nobility — names  like  du  Pont,  Mellon  and 
Whitney. 

Hunger  is  the  last  thing  an  outsider  would 
expect  to  find:  indeed  it  might  be  the  last 
thing  he  would  find.  Yet  hidden  away  in 
Loudoun  County  are  thousands  of  shacks 
where  tenant  farmers  lead  a  marginal  exist¬ 
ence.  Loudoun  County,  like  one-third  of  the 
counties  in  America,  has  no  Federal  Food 
Program. 

Dr.  Stephen  Granger,  the  Loudoun  County 
Medical  officer,  knows  and  treats  many  of  the 
tenant  families.  Dr.  Granger  told  us  the 
households  have  too  many  members  and  too 
httle  food. 

Dr.  Granger.  In  Loudoun  County  the 
families  of  the  tenant  farmers  tend  to  be 
large,  and  the  children  get  neither  the  right 
food  nor  enough  food.  Their  diet  is  heavy 
on  starch,  mainly  potatoes,  and  very  light  on 
protein.  ’The  physical  effects  of  this  poor  diet 
are  striking.  ’The  children  have  kind  of  a 
hollow  lifeless  look- — stringy  hair,  a  pasty 
complexion,  a  dead  look  about  their  eyes. 
There  is  a  hopeless  feeling  that  springs  al¬ 
most  physically  from  these  children.  But  bad 
diet  affects  brain  tissues  as  well,  a  child’s 
ability  to  think  and  to  learn.  Perhaps  the 
worst  damage  is  done  during  infancy  when 
the  child  is  completley  dependent  and  help¬ 
less.  The  brain  damage  is  not  reversible.  It 
can’t  be  changed.  Not  by  Christmas  baskets, 
not  by  hot  limches  when  he  starts  school, 
or  anything  else,  one  year  from  now  or  five 
years  from  now. 

Kuralt.  Dr.  Granger’s  staff  of  Public  Health 
Nurses  has  to  spend  a  good  deal  of  time  figur¬ 
ing  out  ways  for  these  families  to  eat  a  little 
bit  better — how  to  get  the  right  kind  of  food, 
and  how  to  make  the  best  use  of  it. 

Mrs.  Barrett.  I  see  the  youngsters  are  all 
up  aren’t  they?  Has  she  had  her  lunch? 

Mrs.  Hopkins.  Not  yet. 

Mrs.  Barrett.  What  does  she  eat  for  lunch? 

Mrs.  Hopkins.  She  eats  from  the  table. 

Mrs.  Barrett.  What  she  going  to  have  for 
her  limch  today? 

Mrs.  Hopkins.  Well,  we  don’t  know. 

Mrs.  Barrett.  You  don’t  know  what’s  being 
prepyared  yet? 

Mrs.  Hopkins.  No. 

-  Mrs.  Barrett.  Do  you  have  any  baby  food 
in  the  house? 

Mrs.  Hopkin;.  Not  yet. 

Mrs.  Barrett.  And  this  one  is  two  weeks 
old. 

Mrs.  Hopkins  Yes. 

Mrs.  Barrett.  And  you  haven’t  started  feed¬ 
ing  her  her  cereal  yet? 

Mrs.  Hopkins.  No. 

Mrs.  Barrett.  Well,  I  would  start  that.  And 
this  child  eats  all  together  from  the  table? 

Mrs.  Hopkins.  Yes. 

Mrs.  Barrett.  What  did  she  eat  for  her 
breakfast  this  morning? 

Mrs.  Hopkins.  She  ate  gravy. 

Mrs.  Barrett.  She  ate  gravy  for  breakfast. 
Anything  else  besides  gravy? 

Mrs.  Hopkins.  No. 

Kurat.  There  is  an  additional  problem  in 
Loudoun  County.  'The  pride  of  the  people. 
Even  if  surplus  food  were  available — and 
it’s  not — most  of  them  would  probably  reject 
it.  David  Culhane  talked  to  a  tenant  farm 
worker  and  his  wife. 

Mr.  Jones.  You’ve  got  to  admit  to  the  fact 
that  you’re  poor  and  you  can’t  be — look  down 
on  yourself  because  you’re  poor.  You’ve  got 
to  be  proud  of  it,  and  we’re  poor  and  we’re 
proud  of  it.  Some  people  are  rich  and  they’re 
proud  of  it.  It’s  Just  a  way  of — a  way  of  life. 

Culhane.  Do  you  think  that  you  need 
help? 
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Mr.  Jones.  No,  I  don’t  need  no  help.  God 
only  helps  those  that  help  themselves.  Now 
a  man — so  long  as  a  man  has  got  two  hands, 
two  feet  and  a  brain,  nothing — there’s  no 
limit. 

CuLHANE.  Granted  that  you  try,  but  really 
now,  doesn’t  it  sometimes  happen  that  you 
can’t  afford  something  that  you  know  they 
should  have? 

Mrs.  Jones.  Well,  usually  when  it  comes 
right  down  to  that  we  usually  get  what  we 
need  for  the  kids  first,  then  if  . we  have  to  go 
without  juice,  or  we  have  to  go  without  some 
little  extra,  we  have  to  buy  less  potatoes  for 
ourselves,  or  less  something  for  ourselves, 
we’ll  do  that  in  order  to  get  for  the  kids. 

CxJLHANE.  What  would  you  say  about  peo¬ 
ple  who  say  they  want  help? 

Mr.  Jones.  I  would  consider  them  kind  of 
peo.ple — well,  to  put  it  in  plain  words, 
leechers,  because  if  they  can’t  help  them¬ 
selves,  they’ve  got  no  business  being  mar¬ 
ried.  They’ve  got  no  business  having  children. 
I  want  to  take  care  of  my  family  myself.  I 
didn’t  marry — they  didn’t  marry  me.  I  mar¬ 
ried  my  wife  and  I  have  two  children  and 
it’s  up  to  me  to  take  care  of  them,  not  re¬ 
ceive  handouts.  That’s  a  bum.  If  I  want  to  be 
a  bum.  I’ll  go  to  Washington.  There’s  plenty 
of  them. 

Kuralt.  Dr.  Granger  also  sees  the  slow  but 
certain  human  erosion  caused  by  the  kind 
of  life  the  tenant  families  lead,  the  kind  of 
food  they  eat. 

Granger.  One  of  our  patients,  a  woman 
with  dignity  and  perseverance,  is  only  39 
years  cJd.  She  looks  to  be  much  older  than 
that.  This  is  not  rare  among  our  families.  It 
can  be  caused  by  a  number  of  medical  prob¬ 
lems,  but  malnutrition  certainly  plays  a  big 
part.  There  are  about  7,000  households  in  the 
area  that  have  severe  nutrition  problems. 
They  rarely,  if  ever,  eat  a  complete  meal. 
Their  lives  are  borderline  in  every  sense. 
These  people,  with  no  past  to  be  proud  of 
and  no  hope  for  the  future,  seek  immediate 
forms  of  enjoyment.  This  is  why  we  fre¬ 
quently  see  a  late  model  television  set  in 
the  living  room  of  a  family  that’s  not  tasted 
meat  for  six  weeks.  ’This  is  why  we  frequently 
see  a  late  model  baby  in  the  crib.  This  is 
why  we  often  see  empty  pint  battles  in  the 
yard.  All  these  things  are  signs  of  the  short 
term.  With  no  real  prospects  in  Ufe,  they 
turn  to  the  few  pleasmes  they  can  find. 
Often  the  only  creative  thing  a  woman  can 
do  in  these  circumstances  is  to  have  a  baby, 
and  then  to  have  another  one.  And  so  they 
do.  The  children  grow  into  the  image  of  their 
parents,  and  like  their  parents,  they  will  be 
old  before  they  should  be. 

Surrounded  by  prosperity,  these  people 
share  in  none  of  it.  The  misery  in  their  lives 
is  a  constant.  The  sameness  stretches  from 
one  day  to  the  next,  one  year  to  the  next,  one 
generation  to  the  next. 

Kuralt.  The  deserts  of  Arizona  and  New 
Mexico  are  nice  places  to  visit,  but  the 
Navajo  Indians  have  to  live  there. 

Living  in  a  desert,  just  staying  alive,  is 
very  hard  for  the  125,000  members  of  the 
largest  tribe  in  the  United  States.  ’The  West 
was  theirs  once.  They  were  nomads  and  their 
home  was  vast.  Now  they  have  an  arid  reser¬ 
vation. 

Dr  Jean  Van  Duzen  of  Tuba  City,  Arizona, 
has  practiced  among  the  Navaho  Indians  for 
the  past  14  years.  She  continually  faces  the 
medical  problems  caused  by  lack  of  food. 

Dr.  Van  Duzen.  Right  now  they  look  like 
they’re  kind  of  low  on  food.  When  they  run 
out  of  food,  what  kind  of  foods  do  they  eat? 

Wilson.  (Dialect) .  Flour  and  lard  and  cof¬ 
fee. 

Dr.  Van  Duzen.  In  other  words,  fried  bread 
and  coffee. 

Wilson.  That’s  right 

Dr.  Van  Duzen.  The  children  too? 

Wilson.  (Dialect).  ’The  children — 

Dr.  Van  Duzen.  Everybody  eats  the  same? 

Wilson.  Everybody  eats  the  same. 


Dr.  Van  Duzen.  The  people  that  I  see  every 
day  look  like  they  are  fed  mostly  on  starches. 
Tlie  older  people  tend  to  be  rather  fat  and 
dumpy.  The  children  are  just  plain  under¬ 
nourished.  They’re  shorter  than  they  should 
be.  They’re  thinner  than  they  should  be. 
They’re  Jess  resistant  to  infection. 

Mr.  Kuralt.  Half  the  Navajos  make  less  than 
$1,500  a  year.  There  is  not  enough  water  to 
farm  here,  so  they  try  to  be  shepherds.  But 
it  takes  ten  of  their  dry  acres  to  produce 
enough  food  for  one  sheep — and  when  sheep 
are  hungry,  so  are  their  owners. 

Surplus  commodities  are  given  to  the 
Navajos  every  month  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  The  tribe  has  trucks  that  de¬ 
liver  the  commodities  to  trading  posts,  but 
the  Navajos  often  have  to  walk  as  far  as  25 
miles  to  pick  them  up. 

Dr.  Van  Duzen.  Surplus  commodities  are 
not  meant  to  act  as  the  entire  diet  for  the 
Navajo,  or  for  anybody  else.  It’s  only  40  per¬ 
cent  of  the  caloric  needs  of  the  people.  It 
does  not  make  any  allowance  for  protein 
needs,  for  vitamin  needs,  for  mineral  needs. 
It  does  have  mostly  starch.  It’s  what  I  would 
call  a  white  diet  and  this  is  actually  a  very, 
very,  poor  diet. 

I’ve  been  out  in  the  hogans  and  I’ve  seen 
what  the  women  have  to  make.  It’s  usually 
lard,  fiour,  sugar,  salt,  some  tea,  coffee,  maybe 
a  few  potatoes.  In  fact,  I  very  seldom  have 
seen  vegetables  in  the  hogan  of  any  kind. 
They  talk  about  mutton  stew,  but  in  fact, 
they  do  butchering  only  every  other  week, 
and  then  they  share  it  with  the  whole  camp. 
So  no  matter  how  you  figure  it,  they  couldn’t 
possibly  get  meat  more  than  once  every  two 
weeks.  The  main  diet  is  starches  with  fried 
bread  or  sometimes  store  bread,  potatoes, 
very  little  else. 

Kuralt.  The  Public  Health  Service  Hos¬ 
pital  for  the  Navajo  Reservation  is  in  Tuba 
City,  Arizona.  Dr.  Van  Duzen  showed  David 
Culhane  some  of  the  babies  brought  to  this 
hospital  because  of  malnutrition  bordering 
on  starvation. 

Dr.  Van  Duzen.  Let  me  show  you  one  of  the 
real  kwashirokors. 

Culhane.  This  child  is  representative  of 
the  sort  of  thing  you  find  here? 

Dr.  Van  Duzen.  He  still  shows  some  of  the 
signs  of  kwashiorkor. 

Culhane.  What  is — you  keep  using  that 
word  “kwashiorkor.”  What  exactly  is  that? 

Dr.  Van  Duzen.  Kwashiorkor  is  the  most 
severe  form  of  protein  calorie  malnutrition. 
This  is  a  disease  that  was  seen  first  in  South 
America  and  Africa.  It’s  not  supposed  to  exist 
in  the  United  States,  but  it  does. 

Culhane.  How  much  of  it  do  you  get  here? 

Dr.  Van  Duzen.  I’ve  seen  about  four  cases 
a  year  and  right  now  I’ve  got  four  cases  on 
the  ward.  I’ve  seen  several  other  cases,  so 
there’s  lots  of  it. 

Culhane.  How  about  this  child  now? 
What’s  this  child’s  condition  at  this  point? 

Dr.  Van  Duzen.  He’s  much  improved.  When 
he  first  came  in,  the  skin  was  much  looser 
and  hung  in  folds.  It  still  is  not  normal. 
You  can’t  feel  a  good  muscle  mass  and  the 
thighs  show  a  lot  of  flabbiness.  The  child’s 
face  shows  a  lot  of  things  to  us.  The  corners 
of  the  lips  and  then  we  look  at  the  gums. 
Very  frequently  we  even  see  scurvy.  I  can  tell 
about  the  hair.  This  is  not  normal  hair  for 
a  Navajo  child.  Much  too  thin.  It’s  red. 

Culhane.  What  would  the  normal  condi¬ 
tion  be? 

Dr.  Van  Duzen.  Oh,  Navajo  babies  have 
beautiful  black,  silky  hair  and  lots  of  it. 
’This  is  not  normal. 

Culhane.  What  did  this  child  look  like 
when  he  came  into  the  hospital? 

Dr.  Van  Duzen.  When  they  arrive  they’re 
usually  so  weak  that  they  can’t  suck.  ’They 
can’t  lie,  they  really  don’t  even  cry.  Some  of 
them  are  sick  enough  so  that  you  think 
they’re  going  to  die  in  a  day  or  two.  But  he’s 
much  better.  Can  you  stand  up?  No,  not 
real — ■ 
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Culhane.  Is  it  possible  that  this  child  will 
ever  really  catch  up? 

Dr.  Van  Duzen.  It  depends  whether  or  not 
he  goes  back  to  a  home  with  a  normal  diet 
or  not.  It  also  depends  upon  how  long  the 
bad  diet  was  before  and  how  severe.  Most 
of  them  recover,  but  there’s  some  question 
that  they  may  be  always  shortened  and  they 
may  have  permanent  damage  to  the  brain 
and  ability  to  learn  how  to  read  and  write 
and  learn  in  the  usual  schooling  situation. 

The  disease  that  I’m  worried  about  the 
most  though  is  the  marasmus  which  is  in 
the  very  young  baby. 

Culhane.  What  is  marasmus? 

Dr.  Van  Duzen.  Marasmus  to  total,  total 
calorie  and  protein  malnutrition.  This  is 
where  a  child  gets  nothing,  practically  noth¬ 
ing  but  water,  and  very  quickly  they  get 
into  great  trouble  and  frequently  they  die. 
When  you  make  the  diagnosis  of  marasmus, 
you  know  a  third  of  them  is  going  to  die. 
That’s  one-third. 

Marasmus  children  usually  lose  the  fat 
padding  in  their  cheeks  and  so  they  don’t 
have  strength  enough  to  suck  even  if  they 
want  to.  The  problem  is  that  many  times 
they  don’t  want  to.  Mothers  will  tell  me  that 
the  baby  doesn’t  cry  and  they  don’t.  They 
just  lay  there.  This  baby  had  marasmus 
mainly  because  the  mother’s  milk  dried  up 
and  she  didn’t  have  any  other  way  to  feed 
it.  If  you  don’t  have  the  money,  well,  you 
don’t  buy  milk.  And  after  a  few  weeks  or 
months  living  on  nothing,  why,  yes,  he 
starves. 

The  baby  came  in,  it  had  lost  all  the  fat 
that  it  was  born  with.  The  skin  hangs  par¬ 
ticularly  on  the  legs,  doubles  over  on  the 
knees,  the  face  is  wrinkled  and  looks  like  a 
very,  very  old  person  without  any  teeth.  We 
decide  how  they’re  getting  well  just  by  how 
young  they  look.  When  they  look  60  years 
old  rather  than  a  100  years  old,  they’re  get¬ 
ting  better. 

We  lost  a  little  girl  last  week  with  maras¬ 
mus.  When  I  talked  to  the  mother  after¬ 
wards  she  said  she  had  lost  eight  other  chil¬ 
dren,  all  of  them  under  a  year  of  age  when 
they  died.  She  wanted  this  little  girl.  Little 
girls  are  prized  in  the  Navajo  culture.  She’s 
up  in  the  Tuba  City  Cemetery  now.  It’s  a 
little  mound.  The  little  short  mounds  are 
for  the  little  short  caskets,  and  the  larger 
ones  are  for  the  older  people.  I  think  more 
of  them  are  little  than  they  are  big.  I  don’t 
go  there  any  more.  There’s  too  many  people 
up  there  that  I  know. 

Announcer.  CBS  Reports:  “Hunger  in 
America”  will  return  in  a  moment. 

(Announcement. ) 

Announcer.  CBS  Reports:  “Hunger  in 
America”  continues. 

Kuralt.  It  has  never  been  easy  to  be  a 
Negro  in  Alabama.  Times  have  often  been 
bad,  and  they’ve  never  been  good.  But  there’s 
always  been  cotton — to  plant,  to  chop,  to 
pick  and  to  plough.  Cotton  has  been  a  misery, 
but  at  least  it’s  been  a  meal  ticket.  Now  it’s 
not  even  that.  The  machines  have  taken 
over,  and  a  field  that  once  needed  100  Negroes 
today  barely  supports  three.  Ten  years  ago 
machines  harvested  only  two  percent  of  Ala¬ 
bama’s  cotton.  This  year  they  will  harvest 
more  than  80  per  cent. 

The  Negroes  must  look  elsewhere  for  jobs, 
and  the  jobs  are  not  in  Alabama.  Some  go 
North.  Many  others  remain,  often  because 
they  are  so  poor,  so  tired  and  so  hungry  that 
they  can’t  even  get  up  and  go.  In  the  long 
history  of  Black  Belt  deprivation  there  have 
never  been  times  as  bad  as  these. 

Last  spring  the  field  Foundation  sent  six 
prominent  doctors  to  investigate  hunger  in 
Mississippi.  One  of  these  was  Dr.  Raymond 
Wheeler,  who  has  lived  and  practiced  in  the 
South  all  his  life.  We  asked  Dr.  Wheeler  to 
visit  Hale  County,  Alabama. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Slow  starvation  has  become 
part  of  the  Southern  way  of  life.  The  apathy 
and  the  violence,  the  Ironic  but  brutal  con- 
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trasts  that  pass  for  Southern  traditions  are 
impossible  to  believe  until  you  have  seen 
them. 

You  have  hovr  many  children  to  feed? 

Mrs.  Zanders.  Ten. 

I>r.  Wheeler.  Ten  children. 

Mrs.  Zanders.  Yes. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Are  there  times  when  you 
don’t  have  enough  food  in  the  house  to  go 
around? 

Mrs.  Zanders.  Yes,  sir,  lots  of  times. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  There  are  times  when - 

Mrs.  Zanders.  I  just  have  to  make  out  with 
what  I  have.  Give  each  one  of  them  a  little 
of  what  I  have. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  What  did  you  have  for  dinner 
today? 

Mrs.  Zanders.  I  didn’t  have  any  dinner. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  You’re  going  to  have  a  baby 
before  long? 

Mrs.  Zanders.  Yes,  sir. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  What  kind  of  food  do  you  eat? 
Mrs.  Zanders.  Rice;  chicken  sometimes. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  What  else  do  you  eat? 

Mrs.  Zanders.  That’s  all,  and  water. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Mrs.  Zanders,  what  does  your 
husband  do  for  a  living? 

Mrs.  Zanders.  He  gets  jobs  in  hay  fields. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  In  hay  fields? 

Mrs.  Zanders.  Yes. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  How  much  does  he  make 
when  he’s  working? 

Mrs.  Zanders.  From  three  to  four  dollars  a 
day. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Three  to  four  dollars  a  day? 
Mrs.  Zanders.  Yes,  sir. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  And  he  hasn’t  worked  now 
in  three  or  four  weeks? 

Mrs.  Zanders.  Yes. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Do  you  get  food  stamps? 
Mrs.  Zanders.  No,  sir,  because  I’m  not  able 
to  get  them. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Why  not? 

Mrs.  Zanders.  I  ain’t  got  them  this  month. 
They  cost  $70  and  I  don’t  have  it. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Have  you  asked  for  any  help 
from  anyone  in  raising  the  money  to  buy 
those  stamps? 

Mrs.  Zanders.  No.  sir,  there  ain’t  no  need. 
Dr.  Wheeler.  Why? 

Mrs.  Zanders.  They  ain’t  going  to  give  it  to 
you. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Have  you  been  down  to  the 
Welfare  Department  and  talked  to  them,  or 
has  your  husband? 

Mrs.  Zanders.  No,  sir,  the  last  time  I  went  to 
Welfare  the  lady  told  me — said  if  you  have  a 
living  husband  that  they  can’t  give  you  no 
help. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Even  if  he’s  not  working? 

Mrs.  Zanders.  Yes,  sir. 

Kuralt.  Three  weeks  after  talking  to  Dr. 
Wheeler,  Mrs.  Zanders  gave  birth  to  a  se¬ 
verely  malnourished  baby.  Two  days  later 
the  baby  died. 

Alabama’s  solution  to  hunger  in  15  coun¬ 
ties  is  the  Federal  Food  Stamp  Program. 
The  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  spon¬ 
sors  the  program,  but  it  is  administered  lo¬ 
cally  by  the  states  and  counties.  Each  county 
has  a  central  office  where  the  stamps  are 
sold.  Food  stamps  are  a  means  of  giving  a 
family  a  bonus.  For  a  cash  payment — $25 
for  Instance — a  family  receives  food  stamps 
worth  much  more  money,  perhaps  $70  or 
$80.  The  stamps,  in  other  words,  are  worth 
much  more  than  the  cash  paid  for  them. 
The  cost  of  stamps  varies  from  family  to 
family.  Coupons  worth  $80,  for  instance, 
may  cost  one  family  $40  and  another  only 
$15.  This  cost  is  set  by  local  officials.  Many 
factors  affect  the  cost,  such  as  the  size  of 
the  family,  income,  and  how  much  the 
family  usually  spends  each  month  for  food. 

Food  stamps  can  be  used  at  local  grocery 
stores  and  supermarkets.  They  allow  a  fam¬ 
ily  to  purchase  whatever  it  wants  in  the  way 
of  food.  If  the  family  uses  them  wisely, 
stamps  can  provide  a  more  balanced  diet 
than  surplus  commodities.  But  a  family  may 
not  buy  food  stamps  a  day  at  a  time  or  a 


week  at  a  time.  They  must  buy  a  month’s 
supply  or  a  half  month’s  supply  all  at  once. 
For  many  Alabamans  it  is  difficult  to  ac¬ 
cumulate  any  sum  of  money,  even  as  little  as 
$5  or  $10  on  a  given  day.  What  little  money 
they  do  get  must  go  immediately  to  pay  an 
urgent  debt  or  to  feed  an  urgently  hungry 
mouth. 

Dr.  Wheeler  examined  the  children  of  a 
family  that  can’t  afford  food  stamps.  Their 
father  had  not  worked  in  five  weeks. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  When  children  don’t  get 
enough  to  eat,  their  initial  response  to  the 
world  is  mistrust.  The  children  here  get  up 
hungry,  go  to  bed  hungry  and  never  know 
anything  else  in  between.  They  are  hungry 
all  the  time.  They  can’t  even  feel  the  depth 
of  their  own  hunger. 

Even  a  superficial  examination  of  these 
children  reveals  the  unmistakable  effects 
that  their  skimpy,  monotonous  meals  must 
inevitably  produce.  In  the  first  year  of  their 
lives,  these  children  fall  behind.  In  each  sub¬ 
sequent  year  they  fall  further  behind,  and 
they  never  catch  up.  Malnutrition  impairs 
their  performance  for  life. 

Hi,  Charles. 

Charles.  Hi. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  How  old  are  you? 

Charles.  Fourteen. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  You  go  to  school? 

Charles.  Yeah. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Do  you  get  breakfast  at  home 
before  you  go? 

Charles.  Yeah.  Some  mornings  we  have 
peas. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  You  have  peas? 

Charles.  Yeah. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Well,  when  you  get  to  school 
what  do  you  have  to  eat  there? 

Charles.  Nothing. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  You  don’t  have  anything  to 
eat  when  you’re  at  school? 

Charles.  No. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Isn’t — is  there  any  place  at 
school  where  you  can  buy  something  to  eat 
or  get  something  to  eat?  Do  they — do  they 
cook  a  meal  for  you  there? 

Charles.  Yeah. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Well,  why  don’t  you  have 
some? 

Charles.  I  don’t  have  any  money  to  buy 
it. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  You  don’t  have  any  money 
to  buy  it. 

Charles.  Yeah. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  How  much  does  it  cost? 
Charles.  Twenty-five  cents. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  It  costs  twenty-five  cents  to 
have  something  to  eat  at  school? 

Charles.  Yeah. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Well,  what  do  you  do  while 
the  other  children  are  eating? 

Charles.  Just  sit  there. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Where  do  you  sit? 

Charles.  I  sit  where  all  the  children  be 
seated. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  How  do  you  feel  toward  the 
other  children  who  are  eating  when  you 
don’t  have  anything? 

Charles.  Be  ashamed. 

Dr.  ASfHEELER.  Are  you  ashamed? 

Charles.  Yes,  they  haunt  you. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Why  are  you  ashamed? 
Charles.  Because  I  don’t  have  the  money. 
•  Kuralt;.  Dr.  Wheeler  talked  to  a  woman 
whose  family  has  been  sharecroppers  ever 
since  they  stopped  being  slaves.  The  woman 
and  her  husband  and  14  children  and  grand¬ 
children  still  live  on  the  farm,  but  it  does 
not  support  them  any  more. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Mrs.  Carlile,  why  don’t  you 
raise  your  own  food? 

Mrs.  Carlile.  Well,  we  raise  what  we  can. 
We  raise  that  okra,  we  raise  all  stuff  like 
that  in  the  garden  when  we  can,  but  not 
no  corn.  That’s  the  only  food  we  can  grow. 
Dr.  Wheeler.  Why  no  corn? 

Mrs.  Carlile.  Because  we  don’t  have  no 
com  acres. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  What  do  you  mean? 


Mrs.  Carlile.  'The  landlord  said  he  sold  the 
corn  acres  to  the  Government.  And  we  can’t 
have  no  corn. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  So  then  who  plants  the  corn? 

Mrs.  Carlile.  Don’t  nobody  plants  none. 
Just  the  land  for  the  corn  lays  up  and  it’s 
nothing. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  'The  lands’  there. 

Mrs.  Carlile.  ’ITiat’s  right. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  But  nobody  plants  it. 

Mrs.  Carlile.  That’s  right.  Can’t  plant  it, 
when  you  sell  it  to  the  Government.  Who¬ 
ever  sell  it  get  a  check  off  it.  Can’t  raise 
nothing  on  it.  Just  have  to  stay  there.  I’ve 
always  been  raised  on  corn.  Having  corn, 
raised  hogs,  chickens,  turkeys.  But  I  can’t 
raise  them  'cause  I  don’t  have  food  to  feed 
them.  I  can’t  raise  corn  and  I  can’t  buy  it. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Now  that  you  can  buy  food 
stamps,  aren’t  you  able  to  get  more  food  for 
your  family? 

Mrs.  Carlile.  I  can’t  buy  them  every  two 
weeks  because  I  don’t  have  the  money.  I 
don’t  have  the  $33  every  two  weeks.  I  don’t 
have  anybody  to  get  it  from.  My  husband 
don’t  make  but  three  dollars  and  a  half  a 
day  for  the  city  and  that’s  all.  He  don’t 
make  over  $20-$22  or  $23  a  week  and  I 
couldn’t  get  the  food  stamps.  They  sets  the 
price  what  they  want  you  to  pay  and  if  you 
ain’t  got  that  price,  why,  you  don’t  get  no 
food  stamps.  But  I  just  have  to  go  along 
with  it  because  I  can’t  do  no  better. 

None  of  them  white  people — they  don’t 
care  how  you  live.  You  can  work  for  them 
all  right  but  the  livin’  problems,  they  don’t 
care  too  much  for  it. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Why’s  that? 

Mrs.  Carlile.  They  don’t  treat  us  like  they 
used  to  treat  us.  They  did  used  to  treat 
us  a  lot  better  than  they  do  now.  But  they 
don’t  do  It,  and  I  imagine — I  feel  like  it’s 
because  the  children  go  to  school  together 
and  do  a  little  voting,  something  we  never 
have  did.  I  never  known  them  to  do.  And 
the  younger  group  can  speak  a  little  more 
clear  and  a  little  more  for  themselves  than 
we  used  to  could.  That’s  why  the  young 
people  is  leaving,  leaving  home,  going  North, 
where  they’ve  been  all  their  life.  Some  of 
them  have  been  nowhere  all  their  life,  but 
they  leaving  Alabama  goin’  North.  They  get¬ 
ting  better  jobs  and  they  getting  better 
treatment,  the  younger  people.  But,  see,  the 
older  people,  we  still  here  in  it.  We  ain’t 
like  the  young  ones.  I  figure  they  don’t  care 
whether  we  go  or  stay. 

Dr.  Wheeler.  Why  do  you  think  they  don’t 
care? 

Mrs.  Carlile.  I  know  they  don’t  care.  I 
don’t  have  to  think  they  don’t  care.  I  know 
they  don’t  care. 

Kuralt.  The  families  we  have  visited  to¬ 
night  are,  sadly,  more  typical  than  unique. 
Hunger  can  be  found  many  places  in  the 
United  States — too  many  places.  Ten  mil¬ 
lion  Americans  don’t  know  where  their  next 
meal  is  coming  from.  Sometimes  it  doesn’t 
come  at  all. 

More  than  one  thousand  coimties  in  need 
of  food  programs  have  no  program  what¬ 
soever.  States  and  counties  often  keep  out 
Federal  Food  Programs.  Surplus  commodities 
means  less  food  purchased  in  local  stores. 
And  states  and  counties  must  share  in  the 
cost  of  food  stamps.  There  is  also  the  failure 
of  these  programs  themselves.  Surplus  com¬ 
modities  are  free  but  do  not  contain  the 
right  foods.  Food  stamps  are  not  free  and 
too  often,  the  people  who  need  them  most 
can’t  afford  them. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has  emer¬ 
gency  power  to  bring  food  to  hungry  people 
in  any  county  in  the  United  States.  So  far, 
it  has  been  reluctant  to  exercise  this  power. 
In  the  last  two  years,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  quietly  turned  back  to  the 
Treasury  $408  million  that  could  have  been 
used  to  feed  hungry  Americans.  CBS  NEWS 
has  learned  that  this  year  the  Department 
plans  to  turn  back  to  the  Treasury  another 
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$227  million,  more  money  than  ever  before. 
According  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
the  existing  food  programs  are  run  as  efla- 
ciently  as  possible  without  this  money. 

Meantime,  American  farmers,  in  recent 
weeks,  have  slaughtered  and  burled  14,000 
hogs  because,  they  say,  there  is  no  market 
for  them.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
protects  farmers,  not  consumers,  especially 
not  destitute  consumers.  The  Federal  Pood 
Programs  might  be  better  administered  by 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education  and 
Welfare,  or  by  a  special  commission  whose 
only  concern  would  be  to  see  that  hungry 
Americans  are  fed. 

We  are  talking  about  10  million  Americans. 
In  this  country  the  most  basic  human  heed 
must  become  a  human  right. 

This  is  Charles  Kuralt  for  CBS  Reports. 

(Announcement.) 

Announcer.  Today  in  Washington  '  the 
House  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor 
began  hearings  on  the  problem  of  hunger. 
On  Thursday  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on 
Employment,  Manpower  and  Poverty  will  also 
begin  an  Investigation  of  hunger  in  America. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  the  tele¬ 
vision  program  entitled  “Hunger  in 
America,”  has  brought  home  to  millions 
of  Americans  the  fact  that  there  are  mil¬ 
lions  of  hungry  people  in  America  and 
that  we  are  doing  nothing  about  it.  We 
are  doing  nothing  adequate  about  it. 

Thanks  to  the  cooperation  of  the  man¬ 
ager  of  the  bill,  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland],  and  my  colleague  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hart]  ,  some  slight  ameli¬ 
oration  in  the  terms  were  made  which 
will  make  it  a  little  more  available  to 
feed  the  hungry  in  America.  However, 
the  amount  available  falls  short  by  sev¬ 
eral  hundred  millions  of  dollars  from 
what  is  needed.  If  the  Javits  amendment 
is  agreed  to  there  would  be  $200  million 
available  to  feed  the  hungry. 

I  suggest  that  our  national  priorities 
require  us  as  a  matter  of  first  importance 
to  feed  the  hungry. 

We  who  serve  on  the  Subcommittee  on 
Employment,  Manpower,  and  Poverty,  of 
which  I  have  the  honor  to  be  chairman, 
have  held  hearings  all  over  the  country, 
from  Mississippi  to  Rhode  Island,  and 
from  New  York  to  New  Mexico  and  Cali¬ 
fornia.  We  have  established  beyond  any 
doubt  that  there  are  thousands,  tens  of 
thousands,  hundreds  of  thousands,  mil¬ 
lions  of  Americans  suffering  from  malnu¬ 
trition  and  hunger,  many  who  are  littie 
children,  and  some  who  are  unborn  chil¬ 
dren  whose  condition  is  being  prejudiced 
by  malnutrition  for  life  before  they  are 
even  born. 

Surely,  the  conscience  of  America 
should  be  aroused  in  this  cause.  Surely, 
we  should  not  let  technicality  stand  in 
the  way.  I  heard  what  the  Senator  from 
Florida  said  about  the  Senator  from  New 
York,  and  it  may  be  the  procedure  utilized 
was  not  the  procedure  which  one  ordi¬ 
narily  follows.  However,  I  say  that 
hunger  comes  first  with  me.  I  think  it  is 
high  time  that  we  gave  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  Freeman  the  authority  he  thinks 
he  needs,  whether  he  needs  it  or  not,  to 
stop  this  business  of  diverting  funds 
passed  by  Congress,  so  that  the  hungry 
can  be  fed,  as  was  done  by  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis]  last  year. 

I  believe  hunger  in  America  is  one  of 
the  most  critical  matters  facing  our 
country. 


It  is  deplorable  for  the  richest  country 
in  the  world  to  be  unable  to  feed  its  peo¬ 
ple  with  an  adequate  and  nutritious  diet. 

I  support  the  amendment. 

I  yield  back  whatever  time  I  have 
remaining. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes  for  the  pui-pose  of  re¬ 
ferring  to  the  arguments  made  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Holland]. 

First,  I  thank  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark]  for 
his  support  in  respect  to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  name  of  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hart]  be  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  matter  of  protocol,  it  wiU  be 
remembered,  although  I  believe  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  did  not  Lear  me 
when  I  spoke  originally,  I  said  the  reason 
I  had  not  brought  the  matter  before  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations — and  I 
charge  myself  with  it,  mea  culpa — was 
that  it  had  not  burgeoned  at  that  time 
into  a  burning  issue.  We  did  not  have  the 
Secretary’s  testimony  or  the  CBS  film. 

Therefore,  I  had  the  choice  of  follow¬ 
ing  that  protocol,  which  I  respect,  or  not 
following  it,  and  it  makes  me  a  little  un- 
comfoi’table  not  to  follow  it.  Under  nor¬ 
mal  conditions,  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Florida  would  be  right  in  that  respect. 

I  had  the  choice  of  following  that  pro¬ 
tocol  and  not  bringing  this  matter  up. 
My  conscience  would  not  permit  me  to 
do  that  in  view  of  the  publicized  report 
on  hunger,  the  evidence  that  there  is 
hunger  in  the  United  States,  and  the  as¬ 
sertion  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
that  it  is  this  provision  which  is  tying 
his  hands  and  preventing  him  from  doing 
what  needs  to  be  done. 

Inasmuch  as  I  am  a  Senator,  and  it  is 
a  public  duty,  and  not  only  a  situation 
between  Senators  working  in  committee, 
although  that  is  critically  important  to 
me  and  I  respect  it,  I  felt  I  must  proceed. 

I  only  ask  the  indulgence  and  the  for¬ 
giveness  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Florida  under  the  circumstances. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  bringing  up  the  amendment.  I  ask 
that  my  name  be  added  as  a  cosponsor. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  name  of  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff]  be  added  as 
a  cosponsor  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Bartlett  in  the  chair).  Without  objec¬ 
tion,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  ask  the  Senator  whether  under  the 
Senator’s  amendment,  which  I  believe  is 
not  printed,  it  is  permissive  for  the  Sec¬ 
retary;  in  other  words,  he  does  not  have 
to  divert  these  funds. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  the  Senator.  Not 
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only  is  it  permissive  but  it  would  be  con¬ 
fined  only  to  those  cases  where  he  needs 
this  money  to  relieve  starvation,  hunger, 
and  malnutrition. 

I  have  no  illusions  about  vast  sums  of 
money  being  spent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield  myself  2  addi¬ 
tional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  recognized  for  2  additional 
minutes. 

r  Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  with  re- 
1  spect  to  the  assertion  by  the  Secretai’y 
'  that  it  is  this  which  is  tying  his  hands, 
I  think  the  provision  was  put  in  for  to¬ 
tally  different  purposes,  as  has  been  said, 
dealing  with  per  diems  and  other  aspects 
of  the  Agriculture  Department,  but  with¬ 
out  in  any  way  contemplating  that  the 
Secretai-y  of  Agriculture  would  invoke 
it  now  for  this  purpose.  So  I  say,  if  that 
is  what  is  tying  the  hands  of  our  Secre¬ 
tary,  we  will  strike  it  and  let  us  see  what 
he  does  now. 

Finally,  on  the  point  that  is  the  argu¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Holland],  that  this  is  a  bad  tune  to  do  it, 
this  is  a  1-year  appropriation  bill.  The 
fact  is  that  the  Secretary  is  turning  back 
over  $200  million  this  year — the  Senator 
says  $227  million — so  that  this  is,  there¬ 
fore,  a  good  time  to  do  it  and  not  a  bad 
time  to  do  it.  The  money  will  go  back 
into  the  Ti-easury  in  large  amount.  A 
relatively  small  part  of  it  can  be  used 
for  this  purpose  which  cries  out  to  the 
conscience  of  the  country,  if  we  let  the 
Secretary  do  it. 

This  is  the  one  thing  we  should  permit 
to  be  done.  After  all,  we  are  not  dealing 
with  all  appropi-iations  in  Congress.  The 
question  is  how  do  we  spend  $180  million, 
not  the  fact  that  we  are  going  to  ap¬ 
propriate  it.  We  appropriate  for  every¬ 
thing  under  the  sim  in  regard  to  agri¬ 
culture.  I  do  not  begrudge  it.  But  when 
we  have  as  deserving  a  demand  as  this, 
and  it  takes  a  relatively  small  amount 
to  honor  it,  we  should  put  the  Secrtary 
in  the  position  that  he  can  do  it.  We  have 
plenty  of  restraints  on  the  Secretary. 
There  is  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture,  and  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  so  that  no  Secretary  will  go  wild 
with  toese  funds,  I  am  pretty  sure  of 
that,  in  the  face  of  the  legislative  his¬ 
tory. 

I  hope  very  much  that  this  will  be 
imderstood,  that  the  Senate  must  move 
to  put  the  Secretary  in  the  position  that 
he  does  what  we  want  him  to  do. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  adopt  the 
ameitdment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes,  and  then  I  shall  be 
ready  to  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  is  recognized  for 
3  minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  done  a 
humanitarian  job  in  this  regard.  Con¬ 
gress  has  furnished  him  with  the  ma¬ 
terial  to  do  that  fine  job,  and  we  are 
proposing  to  do  even  more  this  year.  The 
Secretary  asked  for  ftmds  for  the  food 
stamp  program,  including  reappropria- 
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tion  authority  to  meet  excess  program 
costs  this  year.  It  is  $2.5  million.  We  are 
providing  that  amount  in  the  bill. 

The  Secretary  asked  me  personally  to 
see  if  we  could  provide  him  with  that 
sum,  to  allow  him  to  take  care  of  the 
overexpenditure  for  this  year.  We  found 
that  $2.5  million  would  take  care  of  it.  I 
had  a  conference  with  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  and  others,  and  we  find 
that  in  the  bUl. 

We  have  tried  to  be  sensitive  to  this 
whole  situation  but,  after  all,  we  are  rep¬ 
resenting  agricidture  and  we  want  to 
save  good  agi’icultural  progi-ams  and  we 
want  to  save  the  Senate,  too,  and  Con¬ 
gress,  from  having  it  said  that  we  are 
turning  over  about  $200  million  to  be 
spent  as  someone  at  his  own  discretion 
might  provide.  We  have  carefully  stayed 
away  from  that  kind  of  situation  for  the 
past  10  to  12  years  thi’ough  this  provi¬ 
sion;  I  hope  that  the  language  that  is  in 
the  bill  will  be  sustained  and  that  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
New  York  will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  JAVrrs.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute,  then  I,  too,  shall  be 
ready  to  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  is  recognized  for  1 
minute. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  on  May  23,^ 
1968,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  wrote 
a  letter  to  Dr.  Abernathy  and  he  wrote 
as  follows —  it  is  more  eloquent  than 
anything  I  can  say : 

We,  too,  are  concerned  that  our  food  pro¬ 
grams  do  not  reach  as  many  people  as  they 
should,  but  today,  they  are  reaching  6.9 
million  people. 

We,  too,  are  concerned  that  even  the  50- 
cent  minimum  payment  may  keep  some 
poor  people  from  participating  In  the  food 
stamp  program,  though  200,000  people  were 
benefited  when  this  minimum  requirement 
was  reduced  from  $2  last  year. 

We,  too,  would  like  to  broaden  the  variety 
and  Increase  the  nutritional  value  of  the 
foods  available  under  the  commodity  dis¬ 
tribution  program  and  we  have  taken  action 
to  add  canned  chicken,  dried  eggs,  fruit 
Juice,  Instant  hot  cereal,  and  vltamln-en- 
liched  Instant  mashed  potatoes  to  the  Items 
already  distributed. 

And,  we,  too,  worry  that  there  are  needy 
school  children  who  do  not  have  equal  ac¬ 
cess  to  school  lunch  or  breakfast  programs, 
even  though  more  than  2  million  needy 
children  now  receive  a  free  or  reduced  price 
lunch  and  over  100,000  participate  in  the 
breakfast  program. 

Then  he  wrote  the  following,  which  is 
the  only  argument  that  needs  to  be  made 
for  the  amendment: 

We  cannot  expand  food  stamp  programs 
Into  additional  counties  until  the  start  of  the 
next  fiscal  year,  July  1,  because  we  have  com¬ 
mitted  all  the  money  available.  Further,  we 
will  not  have  the  resources  to  expand  into 
additional  counties  after  July  1  imless  Con¬ 
gress  raises  or  eliminates  the  $225  million 
ceiling  on  funds  authorized  for  the  food 
stamp  program  and  appropriates  additional 
money. 

The  problem  of  the  hungry  poor  In  Amer¬ 
ica  is  not  a  shortage  of  food.  American  agri¬ 
culture  is  producing  all  the  food  that  Ameri¬ 
cans  can  consume  and  more.  The  problem  is 
that  the  poor  lack  the  purchasing  power  to 
buy  the  food  they  need.  And  this  is  the 
problem  we  are  trying  to  meet  through  our 
food  stamp  and  commodity  distribution  pro¬ 
grams. 


Mr.  President,  all  I  am  saying  is  that 
in  order  to  do  what  he  recognizes  needs 
to  be  done,  which  he  says  is  inhibited  by 
the  provisions  of  law,  is  to  strike  the 
shackles  from  his  hands  and  have  him 
do  it,  especially  as  it  is  de  minimis  and 
we  are  not  talking  about  vast  sums  of 
money  or  vast  grants  of  authority. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  remain¬ 
der  of  my  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  Pi’esident,  I  yield 
back  the  I'emainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendment  has  now  been  yielded 
back. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York. 

On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an¬ 
nounce  that  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Hill],  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hart],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  Inouye];  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Long],  and  the  Senator  from-  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  McIntyre]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster]  ,  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd], 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  East- 
land],  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Ervin],  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Harris],  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Holdings],  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy],  the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Kennedy],  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Lausche],  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from  Washing¬ 
ton  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGov¬ 
ern],  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Metcalf],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Mondale],  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Montoya],  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  and  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Yarborough] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  fm’ther  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  and  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris]  would  each 
vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Brewster]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Ervin].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Maryland  would  vote  “yea,”  and 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  would 
vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Morse]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Holdings].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Carolina  would  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  annoimce  that  the 


Senators  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken  and 
Mr.  Prouty],  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Hruska],  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Brooke],  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton],  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Fannin],  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tors  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel  and 
Mr.  Murphy]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper]  is  absent  to  attend  the  funeral 
of  a  friend. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Brooke],  and  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy] 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Hruska]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Fannin]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kentucky  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  annoimced — yeas  31, 
nays  30,  as  follows: 

[No.  171  Leg.] 

YEAS— 31 


Baker 

Hartke 

Percy 

Bayh 

Hatfield 

Proxmire 

Boggs 

Jackson 

Randolph 

Burdick 

Javits 

Riblcofi 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Scott 

Case 

Moss 

Symington 

Clark 

Muskle 

Ty  dings 

Cotton 

Nelson 

Williams,  N.J. 

Dominick 

Pastore 

Young,  Ohio 

Griffin 

Pearson 

Gruenlng 

Pell 

NAYS— 30 

Allott 

Hansen 

Russell 

Bartlett 

Hayden 

Smathers 

Bennett 

Hlckenlooper 

Smith 

Bible 

Holland 

Sparkman 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Spong 

Cannon 

Mansfield 

Stennls 

Curtis 

McClellan 

Thurmond 

Dirksen 

Miller 

Tower 

Ellender 

Monroney 

Williams,  Del. 

Fulbright 

Mundt 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

NOT  VOTING— 

-39 

Aiken 

Harris 

McCarthy 

Anderson 

Hart 

McGee 

Brewster 

Hill 

McGovern 

Brooke 

Holllngs 

McIntyre 

Carlson 

Hruska 

Metcalf 

Church 

Inouye 

Mondale 

Cooper 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Montoya 

Dodd 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Morse 

Eastland 

Kuchel 

Morton 

Ervin 

Lausche 

Murphy 

Fannin 

Long,  Mo. 

Prouty 

Fong 

Long,  La. 

Talmadge 

Gore 

Magnuson 

Yarborough 

So  Mr.  Javits’  amendment  was  agreed 
to." 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Agriculture  Appropriations 
Subcommittee,  I  want  to  express  my 
support  of  the  action  taken  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  dealing  with  certain  programs 
within  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  I 
think  the  committee  has  shown  its  wis¬ 
dom  in  restoring  the  funds  for  both  the 
Extension  Service  and  the  Cooperative 
State  Research  Service.  I  also  support 
the  funding  for  the  watershed  protection 
program,  allowing  that  program  to  move 
forward  immediately.  In  addition  I  am 
particularly  pleased  to  note  that  the  bill 


S6644 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


May  29,  1968 


contains  some  funding  for  two  new  pro¬ 


grams. 

First  is  a  badly  needed  study  of  the 
economic  indicators  of  change  in  the 
rural  economy.  We  have  become  more 
aware  that  a  determined  effort  is  needed 
to  provide  for  a  strong  economically 
viable  rural  economy  to  offer  reason  to 
stem  the  vast  migration  of  rural  people 
into  our  already  overcrowded  cities. 

Another  study  to  be  begun  will  assist 
in  identifying  the  kinds  of  agricultural 
development  that  w'ould  be  appropriate 
in  the  undeveloped  coimtries.  This  will 
help  to  accelerate  the  self-help  require¬ 
ments  which  I  feel  are  so  vital  to  world 
agriculture  development. 

I  am  also  pleased  to  note  our  com¬ 
mittee  has  restored  the  budget  requests 
for  both  domestic  farm  labor  housing 
and  rural  housing  direct  loans.  We  must 
make  every  effort  to  improve  our  rural 
environment  and  anyone  familiar  with 
the  pitiful  condition  of  such  migrant 
housing  will  know  how  much  still  needs 
to  be  done. 

Finally  although  I  regret  the  Senate 
did  not  see  fit  to  adopt  the  full  budget 
request  for  non-food  assistance  in  the 
Consumer  and  Marketing  Service,  I  was 
glad  to  join  with  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Senator  Hart]  to  increase  the 
funds  from  the  House  for  the  school 
breakfast  program  and  special  assistance 
for  needy  schools. 

The  PRESEDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  pro¬ 
posed,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  of  the  amendments  and  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  (H.R.  16913)  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  2  min¬ 
utes,  so  that  I  may  ask  him  a  question 
on  the  bill? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  have  2 
additional  minutes  for  that  purpose. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
pbcommittee  if  funds  to  finance  the 
inspection  of  kennels  for  the  care  of 
laboratory  animals  are  contained  in  the 
bill  this  year,  as  they  were  last  year. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  my 
answer  is  as  follows:  Last  year  the  line 
amount  was  $300,000.  The  conference  re¬ 
port  provided  that  up  to  $1,200,000  could 
be  used  for  that  purpose,  and  provided 
that  any  amount  above  the  $300,000  could 
be  found  in  lower  priority  work  and 
transformed  to  this  item. 


In  the  last  4  months  of  fiscal  1968,  the 
program  has  been  increased  to  a  size 
that  will  require  an  additional  amoimt 
of  $300,000  to  operate  it  through  fiscal 
1969.  A  letter  from  the  department  shows 
that,  and  the  amount  has  been  increased 
accordingly.  Our  bill  provides  an  amount 
of  $607,800,  which  will  enable  the  carry¬ 
ing  out  of  this  effort  on  exactly  the  same 
level  as  it  has  operated  in  the  last  quarter 
or  fiscal  year  1968. 


Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  for  this  informa¬ 
tion.  This  is  one  of  the  best  expenditures, 
I  believe,  of  public  money  that  we  make 
in  any  bill.  By  the  careful  supervision  the 
committee  has  given  it,  and  by  insistence 
on  the  use  of  enough  men  to  fulfill  the 
requirements,  we  have  made  great  strides 
toward  humane  care  and  the  elimination 
of  untold,  unprecedented  cruelty  that 
formerly  went  on  in  countless  labora¬ 
tories  throughout  the  country. 

The  use  of  the  veterinarians  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  to  do  this  job 
has  been  indeed  a  credit  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  and  a  credit  to  their  diligence,  and 
justifies  the  faith  the  distinguished 
members  of  the  committee  have  had  in 
seeing  that  the  program  was  not  starved 
to  death,  and  seeing  that  the  enemies  of 
the  program  did  not  sabotage  it  by  turn¬ 
ing  the  supervision  of  the  quarters  and 
the  conditions  in  which  these  animals 
live  over  to  the  very  men  who  are  con¬ 
ducting  the  experiments,  and  have  had 
no  interest,  in  the  past,  in  their  humane 
care. 

So  I  thank  the  distinguished  commit¬ 
tee  members  for  this  very  great  forward 
step  in  eliminating  cruelty  and  ad¬ 
vancing  the  cause  of  humane  care  and 
treatment  of  the  animals  that  contribute 
so  much  in  giving  their  lives  for  medical 
research. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  in  be¬ 
half  of  the  committee  I  thank  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend.  I  want  the  Record  to 
show  that  we  all  know  of  his  continuing 
interest  in  this  very  highly  worthy  ob¬ 
jective. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  biU 
having  been  read  the  third  time  the 
question  is.  Shall  it  pass? 

The  bill  (H.R.  16913)  was  passed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo¬ 
tion  on  the  table. 


The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  on  its  amend¬ 
ments  and  request  a  conference  with  the 
House  of  Representatives  thereon,  and 
that  the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate, 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Holland, 
Mr.  Russell,  Mr.  Stennis,  Mr.  Ellender, 
Mr.  Hruska,  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota, 
and  Mr.  Mundt  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
always  a  pleasure  to  be  able  to  witness 
the  handling  of  a  measure  when  the  task 
is  performed  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland].  He  is  tinily  not 
exceeded  in  ability,  in  persuasiveness,  in 
generally  the  high  caliber  of  the  effort 
that  is  applied  to  such  a  job.  Tlirough  the 
years  Senator  Holland  has  contributed 
Immensely  to  the  betterment  of  this  Na¬ 
tion.  In  the  field  of  agriculture  he  has 
excelled.  The  passage  of  the  Agriculture 
appropriations  measure  for  1969  simply 
adds  another  outstanding  achievement 
to  his  already  abundant  record. 

Joining  Senator  Holland  was  the 
senior  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 


Hruska],  the  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee. 
Senator  Hruska,  like  Senator  Holland, 
has  consistently  applied  his  broad  knowl¬ 
edge  and  abiding  dedication  to  the 
achievement  of  agriculture  fimding 
measures  that  serve  well  to  enhance  the 
status  of  the  Nation’s  farmers.  We  are  in 
his  debt. 

Also  to  be  singled  out  for  their  deep 
interest  and  splendid  contributions  to 
the  consideration  of  this  measure 
were  the  Senators  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams]  and  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart]. 
They  offered  their  own  strong  and 
sincere  views  on  some  of  the  features  of 
our  agriculture  program.  They  offered 
amendments.  And  they  are  to  be  com¬ 
mended.  The  same  may  be  said  of  the 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  JavitsI, 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young],  and  the  many  others  who  par¬ 
ticipated  in  the  discussion. 

The  Senator  may  be  proud  of  another 
fine  accomplishment  toward  the  im¬ 
provement  of  our  agricultural  com- 
mimity. 


REVIEW  OF  U.S.  GOVERNMENT 
OPERATIONS  IN  SOUTH  ASIA 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  Sena¬ 
tors  will  find  on  their  desks  a  copy  of 
Senate  Document  No.  18  of  the  90th 
Congress,  second  session,  which  is  the 
report  of  my  findings  on  our  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment  operations  in  the  countries  of 
south  Asia.  As  in  the  past,  this  inspec¬ 
tion  tour  of  our  operations  in  this  area 
of  the  world  was  made  at  the  direction 
of  the  Senate  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee,  of  which  I  am  a  member.  It  was  my 
purpose  to  observe  and  evaluate  our 
many  governmental  programs  in  the 
area,  as  well  as  our  Embassy  and  con¬ 
sulate  facilities,  and  then  make  known 
my  findings  and  recommendations  to  the 
Appropriations  Committee  of  the  Senate, 
to  the  Congress,  and  to  the  American 
people. 

The  m.aterial  dealt  with  in  this  report 
^as  gathered  by  me  between  November 
"  last  year,  when  I  left  the  United 
and  December  24,  when  I  returned 
country.  The  report  discusses  and 
ariali^s  the  operations  of  our  embassies, 
the  semce  attaches,  our  U.S.  Informa¬ 
tion  Agency,  agricultural  attaches,  the 
military  ^istance  program,  the  Peace 
Corps,  and  Rhe  Agency  for  International 
DevelopmentXas  well  as  other  miscel¬ 
laneous  missions  which  we  are  maintain¬ 
ing  in  that  areaxff  the  world. 

It  was  my  intention  to  be  as  compre¬ 
hensive  and  objective  as  possible  and  to 
visit  and  inspect  everV  activity  I  possibly 
could  within  the  time  allotted.  During  the 
month  devoted  to  my  toV,  I  was  able  to 
spend  several  days  in  each,  of  the  coun¬ 
tries  of  south  Asia.  These  included  Iran 
Afghanistan,  East  and  WeX  Pakistan,’ 
India,  Nepal,  Burma,  and  Ceylo\  Because 
of  its  importance  in  terms  of  g^raphy, 
population,  and  potential,  I  devoted 
much  of  my  time  to  India,  and  tt>rtu- 
nately  was  able  to  tour  by  motorcarS^ 
well  as  by  air,  much  of  this  very  larg 
country. 

Because  of  the  cooperation  extended 
by  the  State  Department  and  our  other 
officials  in  the  field,  I  was  able  to  inspect 
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!♦  APPROPRIATIONS,  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H,  R,  16913 >  the  agriculture  appro 

priation  bill.Cp*  H5336).  Senate  conferees 
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Lt  tne  request  of  Kep,  Manon  permission  was 

'  resolution  on  Wed,  p,  H5336 
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IREDIT  UNIONS.  Concurred  in  Senate  amendments  to  H,  R.  Ili907,  to  ' 
Federal  Credit  Union  Act  to  increase  the  time  ceiling  on  secured  loans  fr^  5 
to  10  years;  increase  the  unsecured  loan  limit  up  to  $2,500;  permit  inves  en 
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in  \he  sharc,s  of  State  central  credit  unions;  permit  the  purchase  of  the  >6otes 
of  Ifmiidating  credit  unions;  permit  the  delegation  of  borrowing  authoi^^rty; 
requii\  semi-annual  instead  of  quarterly  audits;  and  authorize  the  Bui^^u  of 
Federal  ftjredit  Unions  to  conduct  consumer  credit  counseling  programs/Tor  low 
income  pe^^ons  (p.  H5337)*  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

3*  EXPORT-IMPORT Concurred  in  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R*  l6l^,  to  enable 
the  E3q3ort-Imf)^t  Bank  of  the  United  States  to  approve  extensi^  of  certain 
loans,  guarante^  and  insurance  in  connection  with  exports  from  the  United 
States  in  order  improve  tlie  balance  of  payments  and  fost(^  the  long-term 
commercial  interes^of  the  United  States  (pp.  H5337-8).  y^is  bill  will  now 
be  sent  to  the  Presi^nt. 

U*  TVEIGHTS  AND  MEASURES*  Passed,  269— U2,  with  amendmenti^^*  R*  3136,  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce\to  conduct  an  investigation  to  determine  the  impact 
of  the  increasing  worldwid\use  of  the  metric  sys-^  on  the  United  States  and 
to  appraise  the  desirabilitjrvy^d  practicability  Q4  increasing  the  use  of 
metric  weights  and  measures  i\the  United  Statej^  pp*  H53U1-^8 

$•  “WILDLIFE*  Passed  as  reported  S*  322,  to  disc^z^age  the  transfer  of  acquired 
lands  within  the  national  wildlifeS^fuge  ^stera  (pp.  H53li6-7,  H5358-60)* 

The  committee  report  states  if  landXare ^sposed  of  the  bill  »*also  has  as 
its  purpose  to  reimburse  the  migrate^:  bj^d  conservation  ftmd  for  the  fair 
value  of  such  lands  so  that  replacemenjfewiabitat  may  be  acquired*” 

6,  REPORTS*  Received  from  the  GovemmCT(%  Ope] 

"Foreign  Research  Dollar  Drain"  Rept«. 

National  Inventory  of  Industrial^astes  (WaSr  Pollution  Control  and  Abate¬ 
ment)"  (H*  Rept*  1579),  and  "T]^  Uninsured  Gov^irunent  Contractor"  (H*  Rept* 

1580).  p.  H5381i  X  -X 

7*  POVERTY*  Rep*  Berry  called^ttention  to  the  "real  i^kets  of  poverty* . .which 
are  on  the  Indian  reserv^ons  of  America."  pp.  H53fe-U 

6*  MEDICARE*  Received  from  HEW  the  first  annual  report  on  phe  medicare  program 
(H*  Doc*  331).  p. 

SENATE 

WILDLIFE,  Pass^  as  reported  H,  R,  15979,  to  amend  the  Act  of  j^gust  1,  1958, 
in  order  to  ^event  or  minimize  injury  to  fish  and  wildlife  from^he  use  of 
insecticide^B ,  herbicides,  fungicides,  and  pesticides.  The  committ^  report 
states  tha^  the  bill  would  "continue  the  comprehensive  continuing  study  of 
the  eff^ts  of  pesticides  upon  fish  and  wildlife  resources ,,  oby  auth^izing 
annual /appropriations  under  that  act  not  to  exceed  $3,500,000  in  each  of  fiscal 
yeary4969,  1970,  and  1971."  pp.  S7597-99 


^ions  Committee  three  reports, 
/*  1^8),  "The  Critical  Need  for  a 
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Passed  as  reported  H,  R.  10480,  to  prohibit  desecration  of  the  flag. 
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House  of  Representativi 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clodfc  noon. 

Rev.  Father  Francis  J.  Foj^ySociety 
of  Jesus,  librarian  of  Brophy  ''^llege 
Preparatory,  Phoenix,  Ariz.,  offer^  the 
following  prayer : 

Lord,  God  all-powerful,  we  are  graf 
ful  that  You  have  brought  us  to  th? 
beginning  of  this  day.  By  Your  power, 
aid  us  in  the  practice  of  virtues,  particu¬ 
larly  those  of  justice  and  love;  keep  us  on 
the  road  to  salvation  that  we  may  not 
offend  You  today;  but  grant  that  all  our 
words,  all  onr  thoughts,  and  our  actions 
may  be  in  conformity  with  Your  law  and 
Your  commandments.  This  we  ask  of 
You  through  Your  Son,  our  Lord,  Jesus 
Christ,  who  lives  and  reigns  with  You 
in  union  with  the  Holy  Spirit,  God,  for¬ 
ever.  Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
Thursday,  June  20,  1968,  was  read  and 
approved. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  was  communi¬ 
cated  to  the  House  by  Mr.  Geisler,  one 
of  his  secretaries,  who  also  informed  the^ 
House  that  on  the  following  dates  tl 
President  approved  and  signed  bills 
a  joint  resolution  of  the  House  o:^he 
following  titles : 

On  June  18,  1968: 

H.R.  11308.  An  act  to  amend  tl^National 
Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the/iumanitles 
Act  of  1965; 

H.R.  16674.  An  act  to  amei^  the  Federal 
Farm  Loan  Act  and  the  FaM  Credit  Act  of 
1933,  as  amended,  to  imprope  the  capitaliza¬ 
tion  of  Federal  intermedia^  credit  banks  and 
production  credit  assoc^ftlons,  and  for  other 
purposes;  and 

H.R.  17325.  An  ac^o  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1^4  with  respect  to  adver¬ 
tising  in  a  convention  program  of  a  national 
political  conven^n. 

On  Jun^9,  1968 : 

H.R.  5037.^11  act  to  assist  State  and  local 
governmei^  in  reducing  the  incidence  of 
crime,  tcymcrease  the  effectiveness,  fairness, 
and  coordination  of  law  enforcement  and 
crimli^  Justice  systems  at  all  levels  of  gov- 
erni^ient,  and  for  other  purposes; 

1. 16489.  An  act  making  appropriations 
fflf  the  Treasury  and  Post  Office  Departments, 


the  Executive  Office  of  the  President,  and  cer¬ 
tain  Independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.R.  16911.  An  act  to  provide  for  U.S.  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  facility  based  on  special 
drawing  rights  in  the  International  Monetary^ 
Fund,  and  for  other  purposes;  and 

H.J.  Res.  1298.  Joint  resolution  mal^g 
ysupplemental  appropriations  for  the  pscal 
jrear  ending  June  30,  1968,  and  for  oth^/ pur¬ 
ples. 

On  June  20,  1968: 

H.Il  4919.  An  act  to  amend  thy&ct  of  Au¬ 
gust  9^955,  to  authorize  longei/term  leases 
of  IndlN  lands  on  the  HualaQifi  Reservation 
in  Arizoni 

H.R.  131^^  An  act  for  th^relief  of  Dr.  San¬ 
tiago  Jose  kNiuel  Ramoy^lenvenido  Roig  y 
Garcia; 

H.R.  13912.  A^^ct  fflf  the  relief  of  Angelikl 
Giannakou;  and 

H.R.  15972.  An  a5t  to  permit  black  and 
white  or  color  reproductions  of  United  States 
and  foreign  pos^ge  stainps  under  certain  cir¬ 
cumstances,  ajm  for  oth^purposes. 


MES^GE  FROM  TH^SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Sei^te  by  Mr. 
Arrington,  one  of  its  clerks,  annoimced 
thaY the  Senate  agrees  to  the\amend- 
mts  of  the  House  to  bills  of  tN  Sen- 
ffte  of  the  following  titles: 

S.  171.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Timbifhy 
Joseph  Shea  and  Elsie  Annet  Shea; 

S.  1028.  An  act  to  amend  title  5,  Unite< 
States  Code,  to  extend  certain  benefits  to 
former  employees  of  county  committees  es¬ 
tablished  pixrsuant  to  section  8(b)  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  and  for  other  purposes; 

S.  3159.  An  act  authorizing  the  Trustees 
of  the  National  Gallery  of  Art  to  construct  a 
building  or  buildings  on  the  site  bounded  by 
Fourth  Street,  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  Third 
Street,  and  Madison  Drive  Northwest,  in  the 
District  of  Columbia,  and  making  provision 
for  the  maintenance  thereof;  and 

S.  3363.  An  act  to  designate  the  U.S.  Cus¬ 
toms  House  Building  in  Providence,  R.I.,  as 
the  “John  E.  Fogarty  Federal  Building.’’ 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  disagrees  to  the  amendments  of 
the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  222)  entitled 
“An  act  to  insure  that  public  buildings 
financed  with  Federal  funds  are  so 
designed  and  constructed  as  to  be  ac¬ 
cessible  to  the  physically  handicapped,” 
requests  a  conference  with  the  House  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 


ther^n,  and  appoints  Mr.  Randolph,  Mr. 
JoR/iAN  of  North  Carolina,  Mr.  Inouye, 
(C Fong,  and  Mr.  Boggs  to  be  the  con- 
^rees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  disagrees  to  the  amendments  of 
the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  2986)  entitled 
“An  act  to  extend  Public  Law  480,  83d 
Congress,  for  3  years,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,”  requests  a  conference  with  the 
House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  thereon,  and  appoints  Mr.  El- 
lender,  Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Eastland,  Mr. 
Talmadge,  Mr.  Aiken,  Mr.  Young  of 
North  Dakota,  and  Mr.  Boggs  to  be  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


COMMUNICATION  FROM  THE 
CLERK  OF  THE  HOUSE 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  communication  from  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives: 

Office  of  the  Clerk, 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  21,  1968. 
The  Honorable,  the  Speaker, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Sir:  Pursuant  to  authority  granted  on 
June  20,  1968,  the  Clerk  received  from  the 
Secretary  of  the  Senate  today  the  following 
message: 

That  the  Senate  agree  to  the  Report  of  the 
Committee  of  Conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  15414)  en¬ 
titled  “An  Act  to  continue  the  existing  excise 
rates  on  communication  services  and  on 
aiitomobiles,  and  to  apply  more  generally  the 
pro^ions  relating  to  payments  of  estimated 
tax  b^^ corporations.’’ 

^fspectfully  yours, 

W.  Pat  Jennings, 

Clefic,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives. 


ANNOUNCEtoNT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  desires  to 
announce  that  pursuant  to  the  authority 
granted  him  on  Tmu'sday,  Jmie  20,  1968, 
he  did  on  June  2l\l968,  sign  the  fol¬ 
lowing  enrolled  bill  M  tlie  House  and 
joint  resolution  of  tne  Senate:  H.R. 
15414  and  Senate  Joint  Resolution  180. 


SPEAKER 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THI 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  desires  to 
announce  that  on  Wednesday,  Nue  19, 

H  5335 


H5336 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


June  2 If,  1968 


^  1968,  he  signed  the  enrolled  bill,  H.R. 
'  ^66,  an  act  for  the  relief  of  Mary  F, 
?mas. 

^ough  accident  or  oversight,  this 
fact  ^iled  to  be  noted  in  either  the 
RECoaXor  the  Journal. 

Withoiit  objection,  the  Record  and 
Journal  oX,June  19  will  be  amended  to 
reflect  the  Shaker’s  action. 

There  was  no  objection. 


FATHER  FI 


ICIS  J.  FOX 


(Mr.  RHODES  ofSArizona  asked  and 
was  given  permissioX^  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  a^  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona\Mr.  Speaker, 
it  was  my  honor  and  privil^e  today  to 
have  in  the  Chamber  to  offer  prayer. 
Rev.  Francis  J.  Fox,  librarian  ^Brophy 
College  Preparatory  High  Scm^ol  in 
Phoenix,  Ariz. 

Father  Fox  is  one  of  the  better  kn'tswn 
and  more  respected  educators  in  my  dis¬ 
trict.  He  has  shown  great  zeal  and  gre^ 
ingenuity  in  putting  together  at  Brophy 
a  really  first-class  library  for  students 
of  preparatory  high  school  age. 

Father  Fox  is  an  archivist.  He  has  be¬ 
come  interested  in  the  history  of  the 
United  States  in  general  and  the  history 
of  the  Southwest  in  particular  largely 
through  his  devotion  to  the  memory  of 
Father  Kino.  Father  Kino,  as  you  will 
remember,  was  the  pioneer  priest  who 
built  missions  and  preached  among  the 
Indian  inhabitants  of  the  Southwest. 
His  statue  is  in  the  Statuary  Hall  col¬ 
lection  of  the  Capitol  Building,  being 
one  of  the  two  statues  of  citizens  of  the 
State  of  Arizona  displayed  in  this  build¬ 
ing.  Father  Fox  probably  knows  as  much 
about  Father  Kino’s  life  and  works  as 
does  any  living  person. 

Father  Fox  is  also  the  archivist  of  the 
Catholic  diocese  of  Tucson,  by  appoint¬ 
ment  of  the  most  Reverend  Francis  J. 
Green,  bishop,  of  Tucson. 

It  has  been  a  real  pleasure  and 
privilege  for  me  to  welcome  Father  Fox 
as  the  first  constituent  I  have  ever  had  in 
my  16  years  as  a  Member  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  to  offer  the  opening 
prayer. 

MAKING  IN  ORDER  CONSIDERA-J 
TION  OF  A  CONTINUING  RESOLU^ 
TION  WEDNESDAY  NEXT  OR 
THEREAFTER  / 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  asyunan- 
imous  consent  that  it  may  be  in^der  for 
the  House  to  consider  a  contii^ng  reso¬ 
lution  on  Wednesday  next  >r  any  day 
thereafter.  > 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  thye  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  ^ntleman  from 
Texas?  / 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Sireaker,  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  ana  I  shall  not  object, 
the  distinguisheychairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  geyleman  from  Texas,  has 
discussed  thiywith  me  and  with  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  fall  Committee  on  Appropri¬ 
ations.  TMs  is  in  accord  with  the  will 
of  the  fuU  committee  and  there  is  no 
objecti^  on  this  side. 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

CORRECTION  OP  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  correct  the  Rec¬ 
ord.  On  Thursday,  June  20,  1968,  I  ad¬ 
dressed  the  House  pointing  out  that  the 
Congress  should  make  such  reductions 
as  are  necessary  instead  of  directing 
such  reduction  at  the  will  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget.  I  pointed  out  that  last 
year  this  House  adopted  a  motion  which 
I  offered  reducing  congressional  fixed 
appropriations,  with  certain  exceptions 
necessary  to  the  country’s  welfare,  by 
between  $6  and  $7  billion,  and  reduce 
personnel.  The  vote  in  favor  of  my 
motion  was  239  for  and  164  against.  This 
vote  shows  in  the  Congressional  Record 
for  April  18,  1968,  pages  H13617  through 
H13620. 

The  Senate  would  not  take  up  such 
^resolution  and  Anally  we  agreed  on  a 
>mpromise  which  made  a  $3  billion  re- 
dliction  and  reducing  personnel.  This 
wa^adopted  by  a  vote  of  247  to  149. 

mX  Speaker,  in  the  debate  on  Thurs-y 
day,  June  20,  1968,  in  presenting 
argument  for  the  House  of  Represeyfa- 
tives  to  ai^ept  its  responsibility  in^ead 
of  placingSthe  obligation  on  t^  au¬ 
thority  with,  the  President  yid  the 
Bureau  of  the^udget,  in  next  w  the  last 
paragraph,  sevtoth  line  of/  the  first 
column,  I  usedNdie  “$6  billion.”  The 
Record  erroneously  showy^“$l  billion.” 
I  ask  that  the  Record  Jefe  corrected  to 
show  “$6  billion.” 

The  SPEAKER.  W>i!ftQUt  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  ob^ction. 

APPOINTMENT  OP  CONFEREES  ON 

H.R.  16913,  DEPAR'TMENT  OF 

AGRICULTURE  APPROPRIATIONS, 

1969 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  16913) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Departr 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969, 
and  for  other  purposes,  with  Senate 
amendments  thereto,  disagree  to  the 
Senate  amendments,  and  agree  to  the 
conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
appoints  the  following  conferees :  Messrs. 
Whitten,  Natcher,  Hull,  Morris  of 
New  Mexico,  Shipley,  Mahon,  Michel, 
Langen,  Harrison,  and  Jonas. 


THIS  ACTION  THE  NA'ITON  WILL 
APPLAUD 

(Mr.  SIKES  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks 
and  include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  action  of 
Federal  authorities  in  removing  the 


marchers  from  the  Mall  is  indeed  hear^ 
ening.  More  than  that,  it  is  essential  ^ 
the  maintenance  of  confidence  in  the, 
democratic  processes  of  government  ii; 
our  country.  Had  the  marchers  been 
lowed  to  remain,  they  would  have  ^en 
trespassers  who  claimed  privileg^  not 
accorded  to  other  citizens.  Very  /flearly 
they  would  have  been  in  violation  of  the 
law — some  of  them  defiantly  sj/  The  law 
is  for  everyone.  As  citizens, ywe  are  not 
given  the  right  to  pick  anfl  choose  the 
laws  we  shall  obey.  Law ^^olators  must 
be  held  accountable  or  vno  one  will  see 
a  need  to  obey  the  law:  If  no  one  obeys 
the  law  there  is  anarpny;  injustice  flour¬ 
ishes,  democracy  faMs.  No  one  respects  a 
government  which/allows  the  processes  of 
law  to  become  /  mockeiT.  Already  we 
have  gone  too^r  in  that  direction. 

Today  the  x/s.  Government  has  taken 
a  long-nee^d  step.  I  hope  this  shows 
om’  Natio^ntends  all  citizens  shall  obey 
the  law  dually.  Failure  to  do  this  would 
show  that  this  great  proud  Nation  is 
ready/to  accept  mob  nile.  Any  official 
wh(^upports  or  tolerates  such  a  situa¬ 
tion  woiild  be  untnie  to  his  country,  to 
is  responsibility,  and  to  his  oath  of 
jffice. 

There  is  sympathy,  of  course,  for  the 
poor  and  the  handicapped  of  our  coun¬ 
try.  This  has  been  demonstrated  time 
and  again.  It  also  has  been  demonstrated 
that  the  laws  and  customs  of  the  United 
States  provide  ample  opportunity  for  the 
correction  of  injustice.  History  records 
that  our  Nation  has  done  more  to  provide 
opportunity  for  those  who  seek  it  than 
any  other  country ;  that  it  has  done  more 
to  relieve  injustice,  more  to  assist  the  un¬ 
fortunate,  more  to  help  the  needy  than 
has  any  other  nation.  This  being  the  case, 
we  cannot  tolerate  change  by  violence  or 
through  intimidation  by  mobs  or  through 
the  efforts  of  organized  leftist  groups. 
We  cannot  accept  marches  and  demon¬ 
strations  when  they  encourage  acts  of 
terror  and  threaten  the  lives  and  prop¬ 
erty  of  the  people.  Let  us  hope  that  to¬ 
day’s  badly  needed  policy  will  be  followed 
elsewhere  when  occasion  demands,  as  it 
surely  will. 

FIGHT  TO  WIN  OR  GET  OUT 

Ir.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama  asked  and 
was  Ngiven  permission  to  address  the 
House^or  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  remarks.) 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Speaker,  1^  Saturday  the  Vietnam  war 
became  theXmgest  in  the  history  of  this 
Nation — longX  than  the  Revolutionary 
War,  the  War  D^ween  the  States,  World 
War  I,  World  war  II,  and  the  Korean 
war.  I  think  it  is  gXjerally  conceded  that 
our  present  enemyX?  the  weakest  and 
smallest  country  weX^ve  ever  engaged 
■  in  war,  and  the  fact  th^the  war  against 
the  weakest  enemy  has  lasted  longer  than 
any  other  war  in  our  hisw^ry  convinces 
me  that  we  are  not  fightin^this  war  to 
win.  I  beg  and  plead  vflth  th^^^resident 
to  get  out  of  there  if  you  are  no^ghting 
to  win.  I  am  sick  and  tired  and^oken- 
hearted  at  reading  a  casualty  li^each 
week  of  young  Americans  rangingvbe- 
tween  300  and  500  each  week.  Pleast— 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  ^les  Committee  cleared  food  stamp  bill.  HouXe  committee  reported 
bill  to  establislv^ommission  on  Hunger.  House  committee  reporteXbill  to  implement 
International  Gyifee  Agreement.  Senate  committee  reported  farm  bilX.  Senate  passed 
grain  inspect^i^  bill.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report  on  Inferior  appropria- 
cion  bill. 

HOUSE 

1.  FOOD  OTAMPS.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consid^ation  of 
H.yft.  I82U9,  the  food  stamp  bill,  p.  H6U35 

2.  HUNGER,  The  Education  and  Labor  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H,  R,  11 
to  establish  a  Commission  on  Hunger  (H,  Rept,  1708),  p,  H6U35 

3.  COFFEE,  The  ¥ays  and  Means  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R,  18299,  to 

carry  out  the  obligations  of  the  U,  S,  under  the  International  Coffee  Agreement,' 
1968  (H.  Rept,  170U)o  p.  H6U35 


ii.^UCATION.  The  Kales  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideratii^  of 
R,  15067,  the  Higher  Education  Act  amendments,  p.  H6U35 


5,  PUBLilS  WORKS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S./3710,  to 
autho^ze  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  pub^dc  wrks  on 
rivers '^d  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control  (H.  Kept.  1709). /p.  H6U35 


6.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Tlie  conferees  on  H.  R.  16913,  the  agricultural  appropriation 
bill,  were  given  until  midnight,  July  12,  to  file  a  report,  p.  H6323 


Gonl'erees  Were  appointed  on  H.  K.  l803b,  the  legislative^ 

bill  (p.  H632UAv  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed. 


7.  BUIT.DINCrS.  Confer^  were  appointed  on  S.  222,  to  insu^ that  public  buildings 
financed  with  Feder^  funds  are  so  designed  and  constmcted  as  to  be  accessible  ; 
to  the  physically  han^capped  (p.  H6330).  Senate  confferees  have  been  appointed.’ 


8.  HIGH’-ZAYS.  Conferees  were^ppointed  on  S.  3Ul8,  tl^ highway  authorization  bill 
(p.  H6331)*  Senate  confei^s  have  been  appoint^. 


9.  V/ATERSHEDS.  The  Agriculture  Cbmaittee  approv^idL  plans  for  works  of  improvement 
on  several  watershed  projects. \p.  d668 


10.  TRADE  FAIRS.  The  Merchant  Marine  ai^  Fisheries  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  18314.^  ^fended,  to  provide  for  the  continuation 
of  authority  to  develop  American-flag^arriers  and  promote  the  foreign  commerce 
of  the  U.S.  through  the  use  of  mobi]/e  ^ade  fairs,  p.  D668 


11.  PEACH  FE^STIVAL.  Rep,  Edmondson  iiun.ted  his\colleagues  to  attend  the  annual 
Porter  (Okla.)  Peach  Festival  oorAug.  3»  p\H632U 


12.  EMPLOYMENT.  Rep.  Findley  discussed  his  propose^amendment  to  the  Finployment  Act 
of  I9U6  which  he  stated  ''wo^d  make  trie  Employmeirt  Act  more  explicit  on  the 
matter  of  full  employment /^id  price  stability”  an^”update  the  intent  of 
Congress  on  matters  conc/^raing  the  conduct  of  national  policy,  and  to  give 
price  stability  the  pri/ority  it  deserves.”  pp.  H6U10^ 


13.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM , /Rep .  Albert  announced  that  the  fir^ order  of  business  on 
Fri.  will  be  the  ci2^erence  report  on  the  Public  Law  U8O  ^endments.  p.  H6U05 


SENATE 


14. 


FARM  PROGRAM y/  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  amendments 

So  3590,  t/ extend  and  improve  legislation  for  maintaining  farm  income,  stabili¬ 
zing  pri</s  and  assuring  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodi rt^es  (S,  Rept, 
1378).  /.  S8423 


15, 


LANDS/  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S. 
368/,  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  release  on  behalf  of  the  Nnited 
SUates  a  condition  in  a  deed  conveying  certain  lands  to  the  State  of  Ohio 
(epto  1379),  and  with  amendment  S.  3578,  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agricultbgre 
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The  House  met  at  12  o’clock^oon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Edward  ^  Latch, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  praye 

Let  Thy  work  appear  unto  Thy  serimnts 
and  Thy  glory  unto  their  children^ 

.  — Psalm  90 ; 

O  God  and  Father  of  us  all,  from  th^ 
tumult  of  a  troubled  world  and  the  de¬ 
mands  of  a  disturbing  day  we  would  seek 
the  quiet  of  Thy  presence,  not  to  evade 
our  responsibilities,  not  to  escape  our 
duties  but  to  turn  to  the  tasks  of  this 
time  with  strong  spirits,  wise  minds,  and 
gentle  hearts. 

Dwelling  in  the  secret  place  of  the 
Most  High  and  xmder  the  shadow  of 
Thy  spirit  may  we  be  given  wisdom  to 
make  wise  decisions,  strength  to  carry 
heavy  burdens,  insight  to  see  clearly, 
and  courage  to  walk  in  Thy  way  as  the 
wards  of  our  wonderful  coimtry. 

“Lord  of  the  nations,  thus  to  Thee 
Our  coimtry  we  commend; 

Be  Thou  her  refuge  and  her  strength. 
Her  everlasting  friend. 

Both  now  and  forevermore.” 


Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL;, 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes^ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SEN.^ 

“A  message  from  the  Senat^by  Mr. 
Arrington,  one  of  its  clerks,  ^nounced 
that  the  Senate  had  pas^d  without 
amendment  bills  of  the  ^ouse  of  the 
following  titles: 

H.R.  4739.  An  act  to  aiUftiorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  gr^t  long-term  leases 
with  respect  to  lands  in  the  El  Portal  ad¬ 
ministrative  site  adjacent  to  Yosemlte  Na¬ 
tional  Park,  Calif.,  J(nd  for  other  purposes; 

H.R.  13402.  An  authorizing  the  use  of 
certain  buildinga/m  the  District  of  Columbia 
for  chancery  puqxises: 

H.R.  15562. ^n  act  to  extend  the  expira¬ 
tion  date  oJAiie  act  of  September  19,  1966; 
and  / 

H.R.  1^5.  An  act  to  direct  the  Secretary 
of  AgrU^ture  to  release  on  behalf  of  the 
United^tates  conditions  in  deeds  conveying 
certain  lands  to  the  State  of  Iowa,  and  for 
otMr  purposes. 

,  ^The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendments  of  the 


House  to  a  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  title: 

S.  3102.  An  act  to  postpone  for  2  years  the 
date  on  which  passenger  vessels  operating 
solely  on  the  inland  rivers  and  waterway^ 
must  comply  with  certain  safety  standards. 

The  message  also  announced  thatype 
jnate  had  passed  bills  of  the  folloi^ng 
Htles,  in  which  the  concurrenceyOf  the 
IRmse  is  requested: 

SA5445.  An  act  to  amend  pari^  I  of  the 
Feder^  Power  Act  to  clarify  ty  maimer  in 
which  ^e  licensing  authorltjrof  the  Com¬ 
mission  £tod  the  right  of  th^  United  States 
to  take  ovw  a  project  or  ixrojects  upon  or 
after  the  exlilration  of  aj^  license  shall  be 
exercised; 

S.  3206.  An  a^to  ar^nd  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  ControV  A^  as  amended,  relating 
to  the  constructiod^  waste  treatment  works, 
and  for  other  purnO^; 

S.  3343.  An  acyto  a^ignate  certain  lands 
in  the  Pelicaiiyfcland  National  Wildlife  Ref¬ 
uge,  Indian  Jnver  Coun^,  Fla.,  as  wilder¬ 
ness; 

S.  3379.y^  act  to  desigu2kte  certain  lands 
in  the  C^a,t  Swamp  Nation^Wlldlife  Ref¬ 
uge,  Mon'is  County,  N.J.,  as  wWerness; 

S.  3/a5.  An  act  to  designate  c^ain  lands 
in  Monomoy  National  WlldliSe  Refuge, 
Bjy^table  County,  Mass.,  as  wildenicss; 

,  3495.  An  act  to  authorize  the  S^retary 
?f  the  Army  to  modify  certain  use  rS^pc- 
'  tions  on  a  tract  of  land  in  the  State  of  I^a 
in  order  that  such  land  may  be  used  a^,a 
site  for  the  construction  of  buildings  or  othCT  ^ 
imiirovements  for  the  Iowa  Law  Enforcement 
Academy; 

S.  3502.  An  act  to  designate  certain  lands 
in  the  Seney,  Huron  Islands,  and  Michigan 
Islands  National  Wildlife  Refuges  in  Michi¬ 
gan,  the  Gravel  Island,  and  Green  Bay  Na¬ 
tional  .WUdlife  Refuges  in  Wisconsin,  and 
the  Moosehorn  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in 
Maine,  as  wilderness;  and 

S.  3638.  An  act  to  extend  for  3  years  the 
authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  make  indemnity  payments  to  dairy  farm¬ 
ers  for  milk  required  to  be  withheld  from 
commercial  markets  because  it  contains  resi¬ 
dues  of  chemicals  registered  and  approved 
for  use  by  the  Federal  Government. 

PERMISSION  TO  FILE  CONFERENCE 
.  REPORT  ON  H.R.  16913,  AGRICUL¬ 
TURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  1969, 
UNTIL  MIDNIGHT,  JULY  12 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  may  have  until 
midnight  Friday,  July  12,  to  file  a  con¬ 


ference  report  on  H.R.  16913,  the  1969 
agricultural  appropriation  bill,  and  that 
the  report  be  printed  in  the  Record  not¬ 
withstanding  the  adjom-nment  of  the 
House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  may  I  inquire  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  and  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House,  has  the  conference  met  and 
is  the  report  ready  for  printing? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  No.  The  conference 
has  met  and  it  meets  again  tomorrow. 
May  I  say  to  the  gentleman,  I  may  be 
optimistic  in  getting  this  permission,  but 
in  case  we  should  get  together,  we  would 
like  to  go  ahead  and  do  it  as  quickly  as 
we  can. 

This  has  been  cleared  by  my  colleagues 
on  the  subcommittee  on  the  gentleman’s 
side. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  imder- 
stand  it,  it  is  the  plan  of  the  House  to 
meet  tomorrow,  and  at  that  time  permis¬ 
sion  could  be  obtained  if  the  work  of  the 
conference  would  be  completed  then.  Is 
that  not  correct? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Yes.  I  was  anticipat¬ 
ing,  not  being  on  the  floor  all  the  time, 
that  in  case  the  House  should  go  over  to 
Monday,  I  might  be  caught  without  hav¬ 
ing  gotten  this  permission.  I  thought  I 
would  get  the  permission  as  a  hedge,  so 
it  would  keep  me  from  having  to  be  on 
the  floor  all  the  time,  and  I  would  have 
it  in  case  I  need  it. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw 
my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PERMISSION  FOR^SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON  INDIAN  AFFAlfte,  COMMITTEE 
ON  INTERIOR  AND>mSULAR  AF¬ 
FAIRS,  TO  SIT  DURI^  GENERAL 
DEBATE  TODAY 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  iS^k  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  SuD^mmit- 
tee  on  Indian  Affairs  of  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  b^mer- 
mitted  to  sit  during  general  debate  toQjiy. 
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The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

Tl^ere  was  no  objection. 


THRI 


>lT  to  security  in  air 

TRAVEL 


asked  and  was  given  per- 
dress  the  House  for  1 


(Mr.  VAl 
mission  to 
minute.) 

Mr.  VANIK.  \Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
shocked  to  learn  £^at,  as  a  result  of  the 
personnel  cutback  directed  by  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  tnte  surtax  bill,  vital 
personnel  who  monitorsthe  movement  of 
air  traffic  in  the  Federal  Aviation  Admin¬ 
istration  will  be  reducedNby  2,400  em¬ 
ployees  at  the  very  time  tha^air  traflOc  is 
increasing  at  an  annual  rat^^f  over  15 
percent.  As  a  result  of  this  policy,  com¬ 
mercial  aircraft  is  being  directed  \p  stack 
up  all  over  America  waiting  clearance  for 
landing. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  10  d?iiys 
ago  the  airspace  as  far  off  as  Utah  w? 
filled  with  aircraft,  some  of  which  was 
awaiting  clearance  for  landing  at  Ken¬ 
nedy  Airport  in  New  York.  The  stacking 
of  aircraft  exposes  every  air  traveler  to 
a  grave  and  unnecessary  hazard.  One 
misdirected  aircraft,  one  human  error 
could  compound  into  a  chilling  disaster. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  American 
people  would  approve'  of  this  threat  to 
their  security  in  air  travel.  Congress 
must  recant  and  pass  legislation  this 
session  to  insure  the  safety  of  our  air¬ 
ways. 


POVERTY  AND  LACK  OP  JOBS  AND 

INCENTIVES  ON  INDIAN  RESER¬ 
VATIONS 

(Mr.  BERRY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  some  inter¬ 
est  has  developed  over  poverty  and  lack 
of  jobs  and  incentives  on  Indian  reserva¬ 
tions  as  a  result  of  my  calling  this  prob¬ 
lem  to  the  attention  of  the  House  on  a 
number  of  occasions. 

I  want  to  repeat  and  repeat  and  repeat 
the  fact  that  there  is  no  poverty  any¬ 
where  as  drastic  as  that  on  the  Indian 
reservations  in  the  United  States. 

Congress  is  appropriating  a  half  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  each  year  for  the  operation 
of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and  for 
funds  through  OEO,  education,  housing 
and  what  not,  but  they  fail  to  realize 
that  this  is  not  the  answer  to  the  prob¬ 
lem. 

Government  handouts  and  Govern¬ 
ment  spending  cannot  solve  the  Indian 
problem.  It  can  only  be  done  through 
ipbs,  salaries,  income,  and  the  individual 
v^ative  that  ccrnies  to  the  individual  as 
a  ^sult  of  being  able  to  earn  his  own 
livinS 


concise  and  indexed  catalog  of  programs 
of  Federal  assistance  in  one  place.  The 
catalogs  now  available  do  not  accomplish 
this.  The  bill  I  introduce  today  would/ 
go  a  long  way  in  answering  the  ne 
for  such  a  catalog. 


APPOINTMENT  OP  CONFEREJ 
H.R.  18038,  LEGISLATIVE 
APPROPRIATIONS,  1969 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Ahfbama.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  imanimoi/s  consent  to 
take  from  the  SpeakerV^  table  the  bill 
(H.R.  18038)  making  W^opriations  for 
the  legislative  branch/ffor  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  196^ and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  with  Senate/amendments  thereto, 
disagree  to  the  S^ate  amendments,  and 
agree  to  the  ponference  asked  by  the 
Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  reque^ of  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama?  'me  Chair  hears  none,  and  ap¬ 
points  J^e  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Andrews  of  Alabama,  Steed,  Kirwan, 
Yat^,  Casey,  Mahon,  Langen,  Reifel, 
Aircrews  of  North  Dakota,  Wyman,  and 

)W. 


AN  INVITATION  TO  OKLAHOMA  FOR 
PORTER’S  PEACH  FESTIVAL 

(Mr.  EDMONDSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  invite  all  of  my  colleagues 
to  come  to  Porter,  Okla.,  on  August  3  for 
a  pleasant  and  unusual  annual  event. 
Once  again,  the  Porter  Peach  Festival 
will  be  held,  and  the  folks  in  that  area 
are  going  to  prove  that  Porter  is  the 
peach  capital  of  Oklahoma — ^with  the 
finest  peaches  in  the  country. 

Porter  not  only  promises  the  best 
peaches,  but  a  wonderful  time  for  all. 
As  with  all  great  festivals,  a  little  tir 
will  be  taken  out  to  find  the  fairest'of 
them  all,  and  you  can  be  sure  tha^the 
young  lady  who  is  selected  “Miss  ^ach’’ 
will  be  a  lovely  queen  in  the  fine^  tradi¬ 
tion  of  Oklahoma  beauties. 

A  lot  of  time  has  been  dewfted,  along 
with  a  lot  of  care,  to  make  mese  peaches 
the  best.  Porter  historiai^  tell  us  that 
peaches  came  to  this  ar^  in  1890,  when 
settlers  first  gazed  alc^g  the  broad,  flat 
Arkansas  River  bottomlands  at  “Pretty 
Porter,  Creek  Nati^  Indian  Territory.” 
Since  then,  Por^  has  cultivated  the 
tastiest  peach  in  the  world,  with  fine 
orchards  datii^back  to  1913. 

Mr.  SpeakeiC  come  on  down  to  Porter, 
Okla.,  and  ^e  it  for  yourself.  You  will  be 
singing  t^  praises  of  this  peach  capital 
and  thl^  “wonderful  festival  imtil  you  go 
back  the  next  one  in  1969. 


PROGRAM  INFORMATION  ACJJ 

(Mr.  kK^PE  asked  and  wa^^ven 
permission  ^  address  the  Hoi^  for  1 
minute  and  \)  revise  and  e;nend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  KLEPPE.NMr.  Spea^r,  I  am  to¬ 
day  introducing  ^r  re^ence  to  the 
appropriate  committee  ybill  entitled  the 
“Program  InfonnatioiyAct,”  the  purpose 
of  which  is  to  create  y^talog  of  Federal 
assistance  program^ 

This  bill  is  similar  to  tftat  introduced 
earlier  by  the  g^leman  frmn  Delaware, 
William  V.  Rojra,  Jr.,  and  otners.  I  wish 
to  commend  bnn  for  the  enorm^s  job  he 
undertook  M  compiling  his  catan^,  and 
in  the  legislation  he  has  propose\as  a 
result  o^hat  study. 

The ^ill  would  require  the  President 
to  pi^ish  a  comprehensive  compendia 
of  ^deral  assistance  programs  yearly^ 
aryd  to  update  the  compendium  monthly. 

inual  recommendations  on  simplify¬ 
ing  and  consolidating  program  guidelines 
and  access  requirements  are  also  re¬ 
quired  of  the  President. 

A  number  of  benefits  would  result 
from  passage  of  this  bill.  It  would  give 
Congress  a  meaningfiil  tool  to  use  in 
determining  the  worth  of  the  various 
Federal  programs  already  in  operation. 
Such  a  tool  is  of  vital  necessity  in  allo¬ 
cating  priorities  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  It  would  also  give  us  a  good  guide¬ 
line  for  use  in  asessing  the  value  of 
programs  proposed  for  the  future. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  common  request  that 
I  receive  from  people  throughout  my  dis¬ 
trict  is  for  information  on  Federal  as¬ 
sistance  programs  that  may  be  of  some 
help  to  them.  The  answer  to  that  ques¬ 
tion  often  requires  a  long  and  tedious 
search,  and  one  can  never  be  sure  that 
he  has  covered  the  entire  field,  simply 
because  there^  are  so  many  programs 
available.  It  Is  high  time  we  had  some 


DEPARTMENT  OP  THE  INTERIOR 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1969— CONFERENCE 

REPORT 

Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  call  up  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  bill  (H.R.  17354)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for 
other  purposes,  and  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  statement  of  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu 
of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Washington? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  July  10, 
1968.) 

Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington  (during 
le  reading).  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanl- 
nJ^us  consent  that  fm-ther  reading  of 
th^tatement  be  dispensed  with. 

Tnte  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  reHmest  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Washin^on? 

There  no  objection. 

The  SPi^KER.  The  gentlewoman 
from  Washington  is  recognized  for  1 
hour. 

Mrs.  HANSE^  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  n^yself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume. 

(Mrs.  HANSEN  ofNVashlngton  asked 
and  was  given  permis^^n  to  revise  and 
extend  her  remarks  and\o  include  mis¬ 
cellaneous  tables.) 

Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Wasl^ington.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  believe  the  confer^ce  report 
rather  completely  describes  thKconfer- 
ence  action  taken  on  H.R.  17354,^aking 
appropriations  for  the  Departm^t  of 
the  Interior  and  related  agencies  fra 
cal  year  1969,  However,  I  think  it  would 
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1*  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Received  the  conference  report  on  this  bill, 
H.  R.  16913  (H.  Rept.  179U)  (pp*  H7U79-82).  The  conference  committee  added  to 
the  bill  a  provision  for  a  $U5  million  special  feeding  program  to  be  financed 
from  Sec.  32  funds.  Attached  to  this  Digest  is  a  table  reflecting  the  changes 
agreed  upon. 
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2.  LANDX.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment, 

H.  rX4530,  to  amend  the  act  relating  to  the  issuance  of  patents  for  lan^s 
held  ui^er  color  of  title  and  to  liberalize  the  requirements  for  the  co^weyance 
of  the  mineral  estate  (H.  Rept.  1790),  and  with  amendment  H,  R.  13797x  to 
authorizeNthe  sale  of  certain  public  lands  (H.  Rept,  1791).  p,  H76^. 

The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually/report) 

H.  R,  18033,  Vo  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  release  or/behalf  of 
the  U.  S.  a  cohdition  in  a  deed  conveying  certain  lands  to  Ohic^ and  H.  R. 

18207,  to  direcCythe  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  release  a  condition  in  a 
deed  conveying  certain  lands  to  the  S.  C.  Commission  of  Foreytry  so  as  to 
permit  such  Commis^i^n  to  exchange  such  lands,  p.  D742 

3.  AGING.  The  Education  a)^  Labor  Committee  reported  with  ^endment  H.  J.  Res. 

1371,  favoring  a  White  Rouse  Conference  on  Aging  (H,  l^t.  1792),  p.  H7624 

4.  INFORMATION.  The  GovernmenCOperations  Committee  rej^rted  without  amendment 

S.  2060,  to  extend  for  10  ye\rs  the  authorization/^  make  appropriations  for 
allocations  and  grants  for  thC. col lection  and  puiUication  of  documentary 
sources  significant  to  U.  S,  history  (H.  Rept,  /797) .  p.  H7624 

5.  EDUCATION,  Passed  with  amendment  sV  3769,  tl^  proposed  Higher  Education  Amend¬ 

ments  of  1968  (pp.  H7486-542),  Agrei^  to  /x\  amendment  to  substitute  the 
language  of  a  similar  bill,  H,  R,  150»7,  >which  was  passed  earlier,  389-15, 
with  amendments.  A  motion  by  Rep.  UttV^  recommit  the  House  bill  was  reiected 
(p.  H7528).  H.R.  1506?  was  tabled 

6.  PARKING  FACILITIES.  The  D,  C.  Comm^tee  vot^  to  report  (but  did  not  actually 

report)  H.  R.  17854,  to  authorize/a  program  ^provide  for  the  construction 
of  parking  facilities  in  D,  C.  ^r  Government  ^ployees  and  visitors  to  the 
District,  p.  D742  '  ^ 

7.  RECREATION.  A  subcommittee /f  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  approved 

for  full  committee  action /f.  R.  14735,  to  establish  Ve  Gulf  Islands  National  C 
Seashore,  Fla,,  Ala,,  Ly^  and  Miss,,  and  H.  R.  18333,  \  study  the  desirability  ^ 

o  establishing  an  Upp^  Mississippi  Valley  National  Re^eation  Area,  111.  and 
Minn.  p.  D742  /  \ 

Rep.  Sikes  commended  the  bill  to  implement  conserve tion\rograms  on  mili¬ 
tary  reservations yhich  he  stated  is  intended  to  provide  bet^r  recreational 
facilities  for  e\^ry  person  in  the  military,  p.  H7483 

8.  PC)VERTY.  Rep.y^aggoner  inserted  excerpts  from  GAO  reports  showinXcertain 

gross  misuys  of  Federal  funds"  in  the  poverty  program.  p,  H7569\ 

Rep.  Be^y  stated  "the  Federal  Government  is  deliberately  keeping\the  re- 
servatiy  area  Indian  a  third-  or  fourth-class  citizen,  because  it  re\ 
fuses  Y  provide  a  tax  incentive  to  industry  locating  on  these  remote  i^ei’va. 
tions/to  offset. . .transportation  differences."  p.  H7ii83 

JIATED  FCXDD.  Rep.  Saylor  stated  FT)A*s  order  "to  take  irradiated  bacon  -> 

It  of  Army  and  Air  Force  mess  halls  is  further  testimony  of  the  need  for  an 
Investigation  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission’s  programs,"  p.  H7565 


9 


) 


) 


r 


1969  Nev  (CfbUgational)  Authority 


10 


0) 

u 

a 

2 

(U 

o 

o 


w  CO 

•V  •v 

00  CVJ 


•V  •% 

CO  ir\ 

On  VO 

00  H 


•V  •»  •v  ^ 

0s  0%  ^ 

CO  p  VO 
ir\  cj  H 


CVJ 

VO 


ON 

CVJ 

iH 


CO 


88 

ITv  O 

•s 

•\  •w 

VO  iH 


O 

8 

•v 

-d- 

O 


C-- 

-d- 

CO 

t^ 

iH 


I 


8^^ 
CVJ  00 

•v 

on  cvi 


•v 

iH 

H 


•V  •» 

ro  ir\ 

ON  VO 

00  rH 

•»  •» 

^VO 


•<©• 


.  lf\  o 

•V  •v  ^  ^ 

GO  t—  b-VO 
l^H  H 


-4- 

•» 

VO 


ro 


8 

ITV 

C^ 

vo 

•« 


8- 


IfN  O 

•»  "v 

Jt  o 

•  IfV 

•k  •» 

VO  H 


P>' 


ON 

rH 


0) 

a 

a 


8^^ 

cuoo 

H 

•k  •k 

CO  UN 
C3NVO 

CO  H 

i§  ^ 

•k 

ON 

CO  cv? 
-«e- 

H 

VO 

a 

UN 

VO 

^  IK 

CJ 

rH 

ON  O 
GO  ITN 

•k  •k 

00  H 

a 


I 


CO 

•k 

CVJ 


u 

+» 

to 

Q> 

-P 

I 

I 


ITN  00 

•v 

00  OJ 


rH 


VO  VO 


•k  (k  Ck 

I  m 

"k  •k 

W  CVJ  CO 
-4-  H  H 


•k 

VO 


(7n 

•k 

CO 

iH 


§ 

m 


•V  ^ 

cO 

cn 

C?N  H 

a  • 

1 

i 

-H 

+*  g  <M 
•a  -p 

a 


^•8 


IH 

•P  ON  O 
■j<H« 

o  H  -4 

4:)  <0  V 

^  fl)  45 

3 


•k  "k 

CO  CVI 


•k 

H 


•k  •k 

UN  OJ 
t-(JN 
ONH 

•k  •k 

Jt  VO 


-«e- 


•k 

CO 


•k 

R- 


00  VO 

UN 

t-  CO 

•k  •k 

ITN  VO 
CVI  H 


•k 

ON 

VO 


•V 

9> 

a 


8 

ITk 


•k  •k  •k 

CO  o  O 

C3N  UN  o 

-4  <5 

•k  •k  •k 

UN  H  -at- 

C?\  O 

rn 


t- 

ON 

00 

•k 

•H 


•d 

u 

>» 

o 

a 

I 


Sw 

O  >»H 
•H  -P  oS 
«  H  Jh 
d  d  U 
d  fl  •0 


0) 

o 

•H 

r: 

% 

•H 

I 

8 

o 

Jh 

g 


«> 

o 

I 


IQ 


O  P  u 
U  0)  S  ^4 

H 

•H  O  Jj  •H 


M  « 

H  S 

at 

•3  ^ 

O  00 
•H  0) 

SI 

SI 

CO 


fi* 

H  •  o  S 
•H  o  g 

®  S.I4. 

^  s  H  8 
•H  8  o  C 
O  Pi  6  kH 
»  4-1  43  Q 
A  U 

cQ  ra 


1969  Mev  (Obllgat tonal)  Authority 


11  - 


4> 

U 

g« 

o 


88 

OO 

•'  •> 

lAo 

CVJO 

OOo 

•'  •> 


•k 

O  I 


u\ 

SI 


88P 

CO  O  H 
H  CVl 

•v 

CO  CM 


Ed- 


o 

CO 

tr\ 

•k 


88 

^  H 

!^;S 

o  t- 

•k  "k 

H  CVJ 
-4-  VO 


•k 

CVJ 

00 


o 

o 

o 

•k 

8 

LTN 


o 

o 

o 


LO 
t— !  r-! 


8k 


ir\  I 
CVI 

CO  I 

»k 


8 

88^ 

o 

00  O  H 

§  • 

OnH  O 

ITV 

5M 

^33 

•k 

8> 

u\ 


88 

-sf*  H 

o  t- 

•k  •k 

H  CVJ 
^  VO 
H'-' 


•k 

CVI 

00 


§  § 


•k  •k 

UTS  C 

C3V  0> 

H  H 


•k 

UO  I 
CVJ 
OO  I 

•k 


ir\  iH  H 
H  O 


•k 

IfV 


^  SI 


8> 

ir\ 

H 


88 

-sJ-  H 

O  t- 

•k  •k 

H  CVJ 
j4-  VO 


S 


•s 

o 


S. 


ITk  I 


UN 

Si 


1% 

•k  •k 

CO-^ 

CO® 

CM- 

•k  "k 

CO  CVJ 
-4- VO 


8 

OO 

•k 

CVJ 

00 


8 


8 

IfN 

•k 

lf\ 

o\ 


H 

^  O  I 

H  n  fl 

0)  n-J  0) 

?  fS  -P  CK  O 

>  H  Q  ^  *0 

wg  >» 


UN 

4 


S?. 

00  w 

H  ST? 

VO  CVI 
rH 


5 

IfV 

•k 


•k  •k 

HqO 
CO  O 

CO® 

•k  "k 

IS 


o 

00 


•k  "k 

§  S 


H 

•d 

9 

>* 

o 

a 

I 


V 

u 


p« 


P  6  -H  ^ 

K  -H  3  g 

^  ^  P(  -p  «J 


19^9  (Obllgatlonal)  Authority 


-  12  - 


o 


§ 


m 

VO 


•v 


•St 

CVJ 


8 

8 

g 

o 

lA 

8 

CO 

o 

o 

h- 

VO 

lA 

VO 

CVJ 

H 

H 

00 

8^ 

C? 

iH 

CO 

CVI 

§ 


CO 

VO 

-d- 


•* 

irv 


VO 

LO 

•» 

CVJ 


•v 

lf\ 

oo 


8^ 


•K 

o\ 

rH 

m 


CVJ 

VO 

GO 

•» 

CVJ 


•V 

ITN 


•\ 

CO 

VO 

Jt 


•% 

CM 


8 

CO 

•» 

irv 

VO 

lA 

CVI 


•» 

H 

VO 

-d- 

-sf 


lA 

VO 

OS 


lA 

•V 


^  ol 


fO 


CO 

CVI 


lA 

osT 

•s 

t- 


§ 


VA 


<7s 

VO 

-d- 


#H 

•V 

CO 

CO 

o 

t- 

8^ 

•k 

os 

iH 

•V 

C^ 

CM 

iH 

CO 

lA 

•H 

CO 

CVJ 

•v 

-d- 


CO 

« 

o 


CO  lA 


VO 
-d- 


CO  o 

•v 

o  VO 

^  S 

•>  •» 

CVJ  -4- 


•» 

lA 


lA 

•V 


SO  ^ 
Os  VO 


VO 

CVI  CM 


•V 

lA 


% 

l/N 


00 

•v 


8 

Pi 


0) 

«a 

B 

+> 

S 

0) 

CQ 

8 

u 


0) 

c 

s 

o 

+> 

o 

a 

a 

.3 

o 

a> 

o 

•H 

tl 


H 

4> 

(0 

i 

O 

t 

a 

Vi 

O 

0) 

U 

•H 

Vi 


§ 

•H 

+> 


Vi 

O 

0) 

O 

•H 

Vi 


8 

•H 

•P 

fi 

+» 

to 


I 

0) 

a 


^  (0 

734} 

9  +* 

^  -H 

•H  d 


•8 


1 


.  <y 

•P  o 


I 


8> 


3i 


If69  Hev  (ObllgatloneJ.)  Authority 


0) 

o 

g  a 

|<s 

o 


a 

I 


CO 


•p 

n 

0) 


H 

•cJ 

S 


o 

a 


I 


CO 

0) 


s 


& 


0) 


s 


CO 

«> 


& 

t 


Vi 

i 


4» 

O 

S 


t 

s 


*  S'^ 

CO  O  oa 

•H  +> 

to 

fl  -P  ft 

a 

O  lj  -H 
•H  S  4) 
P  -H  O 

*ri 

g 

as  n 

a 

*H  ^ 

O  4>  -P 

10 

4> 


g 

•H 

t 


O  CO 
•rt  0) 


o 

a 

V 


o 
O  Tt 

fl  ^ 

4)  «B 

a  (3 


a 


fj 


iH 


% 


9k 

H 


1^9  Wev  (Obllgatlonal)  Aut! 


u 

0) 

o 

o 


a 


I 


CD 

JS 

I 

4> 

CO 

(U 


I 

f 


-  m . 


o 

ir\ 

CVJ 


-4- 

-W- 


o  o  < 

l/\< 
CVJ  I 

•w  "kV 

CVJ 

iTN-w* 


o 

CO 


CO 


cy\ 


^  "v 


ljf\ 


•>  •>? 
CVJ 


0\ 


CVJ 

c?v 


•i  •i 


•» 

CO 

-*f^ 


t-  CVJ 

ir\w 


u^ 

-««■ 


•V 

CVJ 
CO 
H 

•>  •< 

0\  CVJ 
lf\w 


^8 

CVJ  u\ 


cu 


b- 

H 

lf\ 


cn 


•» 

VO 

$8k 

3  00 

1  t-- 

•S 

UN 

VO 
•  -4- 

CD  CU 

H 

CO 

tA 

CO 

00 

cu 

fH 

a\ 


<3V 


•»  ^ 

CO  o 
‘  ^ 


8 

o 


•k 

•  h- 


lA 

•< 

UN 


vS 


•s 

H  CU 
iH 


CO 


b- 

(O 

CO 

•< 

CVJ 


SI 


•V  •s 

?  o 

5  CO 

5-s^ 

•V 

H 


•k 

•  t- 
I  -=J- 


lA 


CO 


^- 

CO 

00 


CVJ 


I 


% 

88j 

0-4- 

•k  •» 

CVJ  H 


•» 

Ov 

CO 

O 


.:s 

R  « 

CO  w 


CO 


8 


u\ 

cu 


iH 


OO 


CU 


H 

% 

fO 


CU 


H 

•k 

CO 


^8 

lA 


CO 


( 


ll 

^  o 

iH  CD 
e5  vC 
-p  a  «^^ 

8)5 

•o  +> 

.Q 


I 

d 

<D 


>  H 

S'S 


•H 


5S'S 


p 

s 


8 

lA 

•k 

(O 

-w- 


•k 

lA 

•k  *0 

b-  CVJ 

lAW 


<7v 


CO 

lA 

00 


H 

8, 


Sco 

•>  • 

Q  M 
Hw 


•k 

H 


>8 


CO 


CU 


c 


% 


5 


O 

s 


SB 

4) 


"b 

s 


>* 

o 

a 


I 


p 

§ 

V 

CO 

n 

05 


••  d 

CO  O  .  Jh 

s  •*§« 


o 

a 


I 


^Ubb 

»?gi 


*d  d<  in  ^ 

3  S'h  h 

V  4) 
CO  P  4h  4h 
4)  O  a 


P 

u 


g 


I 


*d 

4) 

N 


S  «j 

I  s 


§S4. 


Ists 
°  s  p-f. 

•H  h  O 
.  J:;  gc^ 
;g  Q  5  . 


o 

p 


^  i 
&  s 


o 

o 


1 1  -VJ 

O  P  «  Pi 
10  4)  O  ' 
H  «H  80  Fi 
«  d  d  Pi 

^  "d  *  5*. 

iS  ^  " 


;d  <0  P 
<4)§ 

u  Id  d  i 


►»  p  p 


IH 


2  80 
4) 


CO 

fc  P  P'S  1 
d  ej*  H  H 
O  rj  <u 


d 

5 

tt 

Tl 


3 

fi 


1969 _ .*r  (OblifflttloDeJ.)  Aathorlty 


<i> 

o 

s  a 
F 

o 


ir\ 

•k 

H 

no 

-«e- 


a 


a) 

a 


<u 


lf\ 

•V 


(0 


+> 

CQ 

0) 


I 


lf\ 

-W- 


•d 


I 


■P  c 

>  H 


r 

O  I 

CO  a 

•H  <U  (U 
(^1  w  ^ 

^OQ  'O 

o 

1 

<0 


U\ 

•k 

H 

00 


H 

•d 

s 

>* 

o 

a 

I 


»d 

o 

§ 

•H 

■P 

§ 


O 

O 


§ 

is 

Q  CO 

h  o 

O  -H 
O 

•P 

S 

o 

(>»iH  U 
+>  -P  fl 

15  §■ 

15“ 

o 


a 

o 


-sf 


O 

s 

>  •H 


H 

0> 

H 

■P 


<U 

H 

•P 


I 


O 

s 


«  5 


m 

§ 
•\  "H 
«Q  -P 
0)  < 

II 


O 

•H 

H 

I 


t 


3 

fl 

v 


§* 

CQ 

O 

v« 

la 

t 

•d 

a> 


4) 

#H 

S' 

8 

-p 

CQ 


CO 


*8  1? 

■p  E» 

&  o 
•d  c 
P 

>  p* 

ST; 

31 


«• 


Related  Agencies .  :  17^  1 


696t 


-  16  - 


I 

-P 


s 


a> 

u 

■as 


•r 

I 

I 


«> 

CQ 

3 

s 


la 


I 


■3 


3 


■p  a 
0)  o 
m-h 

•V  -P 


H 

O  I 

cQ 

t;a'3 

•P  OFv  O 
^H43 

:p  a>  -p 

§ 


9 

>» 

o 

fl 


o 

IfS 

VO 

CV) 


CO 

«s 

H 


O 

O 

o 

•\ 

lf\ 

CO 

VO 

•> 

CO 

IfV 

ir\ 


o 

O 

O 

•V 

ON 


s 

iH 

•\ 

CO 


I 

•s 


ir\ 

iH 

CO 

tH 


•* 

irv 

t- 

rH 


O 

LT'i 

VO 

VO 

n 

m 

H 

CO 

u> 

tr> 


8 

oo 

ITS 

•s 

o 

•» 

ITV 


o 

Lf\ 

VO 

•v 


o 

o 

o 

•V 


VO  I  o 
pv  O 


t- 

•v 

VO 

CO 

GO 


lf\ 

•» 

ir\ 

S' 


o 

o 

o 

•» 

o 

o 

o 

•> 

o\ 

-sf- 

-d" 


5 


•H 

•p 


t 

4) 

C3 

s 


m 

0) 

•rl 

O 

a 


m 


p 

o 


«s 


p 

fi 

o 

& 

o 

o 


•d 

4) 

P 

(Si 


I 

f  » 

9 


3 


I 

t)0 

p 

ca 

•H 

CQ 

B 

o 


CQ  O  O 
fl  •H  ^ 
O  P  P 
•H  «lJ  3 

la 

H  o  o 
p«  h  S 

gi  .fl 

s&s 


•H  W  cOji- 


8 


CO 


a: 


ir\' 


8: 


88 

t-o 


CO 

B 


P  H 


§ 


•H  P 


CM 


CO 


h 

a 


a 

H  <U 
CO  CQ 


CQ  <U 
CQ 


s 


5 


jj  •H 
•O  P 


P  .  . 

fl  rT  ”  i 
9  8  -d  g 

go  0)  8  < 

^  CQ 

3  S  8,g-£ 

Ti  O  ^  Op 

•d  « 

a  fl  ^ 

-S  »9  w  ^ 

•  •  •  •  « 

H  CM  OO^  lf\ 


90th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  EEPKESENTATIVES  j  Eeport 
2d  Session  )  (  No.  1794 


APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
AGRICULTURE  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES,  1969 


July  25,  1968. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  16913] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  16913) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recom¬ 
mend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendments  numbered  15,  16,  17, 
22,  23,  29,  and  30. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  numbered  3,  5,  6,  7,  12,  21,  27,  28,  34,  37,  39,  45,  and  46, 
and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $129,118,800; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend  m  ent  of 
the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $86,639,500; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  4 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  4,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 
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In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $52,945,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  8: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  8,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $59,105,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  9 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  9,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $80,082,500; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  10: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $81,532,500; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 1 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  11,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $9,318,500; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  18: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  18,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $14,326,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  20 :  (  ^ 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  20,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $178,474,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  26 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  26,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $21 ,541 ,300 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  31: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  31,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $12,426,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  32 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  32,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $2,816,800] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  33; 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  33,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 

as  follows :  •  a,  n  nnn 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $4,611 ,000] 

and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  35: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  35,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $3,292,750] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  36 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  36,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 

as  follows :  ■  o  n  onn 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $2,841, bUU] 

and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 


Amendment  numbered  38 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  38,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 

as  follows:  . 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $276,000,000] 

and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 


Amendment  numbered  41 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  41,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $4,860,000] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  42 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  42,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 

^^In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $57,980,000] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  43 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  43,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 

^^In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $11,243,600] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  44 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  44,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $2,140,000] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  disagreement  amendments 
numbered  13,  14,  19,  24,  25,  and  40. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natcher, 

W.  R.,  Hull,  Jr., 

Thomas  G.  Morris, 

George  E.  Shipley, 

George  Mahon, 

Robert  H.  Michel, 

Odin  Langen,  i 

William  H.  Harrison,  ' 

Charles  R.  Jonas, 

Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  House. 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Richard  B.  Russell, 

John  Stennis, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Roman  L.  Hruska, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Managers  on  the  Part  oJ  the  Senate. 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE 

HOUSE 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  16913)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following  statement  in 
explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recommended 
in  the  accompanying  conference  report  as  to  each  of  such  amendments; 
namely : 

Department  of  Agriculture 


AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  1:  Research. — Appropriates  $129,118,300  instead 
of  $125,972,500  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $131,950,600  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  over  the  amount  approved  by  the 
House  includes  the  following: 

Funds  deferred  in  1968  for  staffing  laboratories -  +$1,  892,  400 

Other  research  deferred  in  1968 -  +244,  900 

Contingency  research  fund - ^ 

Research  contracts,  grants  and  cooperative  agreements  deferred  in 

1968 - _ -  - 94i’  ^iOO 

Full  year  cost  of  pay  increases - - 

Net  increase _ _ _ +3,145,800 

Amendments  Nos.  2  and  3:  Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  con¬ 
trol. — Appropriate  $86,639,500  instead  of  $85,298,500  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $88,239,500  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  provide 
for  the  acquisition  of  land  for  plant  quarantine  activities  at  rresidio, 
Tex.  The  increase  over  the  House  bill  includes  $300,000  for  plant 
quarantine  inspection  and  $1,041,000  for  control  I"® 

ant.  The  conferees  are  fully  agreed  that  none  of  the  $5,000,000 
provided  for  fire  ant  control  for  fiscal  year  1969  is  to  be  diverted  to 

any  other  use.  , .  ,  , 

During  fiscal  year  1968,  the  Department  was  able  to  carry  out^  very 
effective  enforcement  program  under  the  Laboratory  Animal  Weltare 
Act  During  this  period,  all  dealers  except  those  recently  licensed  were 
inspected  at  least  five  times;  all  research  sites  were  inspected  at  least 
twice ;  intensive  surveillance  of  auction  and  trade-day  sales  was  prO" 
vided;  and  interstate  control  over  research  animals  was  expanaed.  A 
total  of  861  complaints  were  handled.  Some  29  alleged  violations  were 
found,  four  warnings  were  issued,  and  16  cases  are  being  reviewed  or 
possible  prosecution.  Thirty-six  dealers  gave  up  their  licenses  and  15 
research  facilities  were  granted  extensions  of  time  to  correct  deficien¬ 
cies  The  conferees  are  agreed  that  the  Department  is  doing  an  ade¬ 
quate  iob  of  enforcement  and  should  continue  as  at  present  they 
further  agree  that  not  to  exceed  $900,000  shall  be  available  to  con¬ 
tinue  these  enforcement  activities  in  the  next  fiscal  year. 
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COOPEKATIVE  STATE  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  4:  Hatch  /wnds.— Appropriates  $52,945,000 
instead  of  $51,113,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $54,965,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  of  $1,832,000  is  provided  to 
meet  salary  increases  in  the  next  year. 

Amendment  No.  5:  Cooperative  forestry  research. — Appropriates 
$3,485,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $3,370,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  6:  Contracts  and  grants  for  scientific  research. — Ap- 
priates  $2,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,800,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  7:  Grants  for  facilities. — Eliminates  funds  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  8:  Total,  payments  and  expenses. — Appropriates 
$59,105,000  instead  of  $58,958,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  / 
$61,125,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  ' 

The  conferees  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  Hatch  Act  and  Smith- 
Lever  funds  are  appropriated  for  specific  purposes  for  distribution  by 
formula  fixed  by  law  and  that  the  State  experiment  stations  and 
Extension  Service  operate  on  a  memorandum  of  agreement  with  the 
Department  and  are  not  subject  to  the  control  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

Amendments  Nos.  9  and  10:  Payments  to  Appropriate 

$81,532,500  instead  of  $78,532,500  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$81,917,500  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  additional  $3,000,000  is 
provided  to  meet  salary  increases  in  the  next  year. 

Amendment  No.  11:  Retirement  costs. — Appropriates  $9,318,500 
instead  of  $8,818,500  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $9,333,500  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

Amendments  Nos.  12—14:  Watershed  protection. — Establish  separate  / 

appropriations  for  “River  basin  surveys  and  investigations”  and 
“Works  of  improvement”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  13  is  reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

Amendment  No.  14  is  reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment,  amended  to  appropriate  $57,220,000 
instead  of  $56,220,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $57,907,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  15:  Flood  prevention. — Appropriates  $20,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $17,500,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  16:  Resource  conservation  and  development. — Appro¬ 
priates  $6,256,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $6,474,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  To  the  extent  feasible  within  the  funds 
provided,  the  Department  should  initiate  work  on  the  10  new  projects 
proposed  in  the  1969  budget. 
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ECONOMIC  RESEARCH  SERVICE 


Amendment  No.  17:  Salaries  and  expenses. — Appropriates 
$12  789,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $13,089,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  Within  the  funds  provided,  the  development 
of  economic  indicators  of  change  in  the  rural  economy  should  be 
s  trGss  G(i 

STATISTICAL  REPORTING  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  18:  Salaries  and  expenses. — Appropriates 
$14,326,000  instead  of  $14,184,500  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$14,467,500  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 


CONSUMER  AND  MARKETING  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  19:  Consumer  protective,  marketing,  and  regulatory 
programs.— Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  appropriate  $116,264,500 
instead  of  $118,989,500  as  proposed  by  the  House  pd  $116,314,500 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  amount  agreed  to  includes  an  addi¬ 
tional  $100,000  for  the  market  news  service,  includmg  a  new  co¬ 
operatively  financed  project  for  the  floriculture  industry. 

Amendments  Nos.  20-23:  School  lunch  program.— Appropriate 
$178  474  000  for  this  program,  instead  of  $182,825,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $177,849,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  as  follows: 

Cash  payments  to  States - - - ^^lo’  000  000 

Special  cash  assistance  (sec.  11) - 

Pilot  school  breakfast  program - 

Nonfood  assistance  (equipment) -  2  127’  000 

Operating  expenses - - ’  ’ 

Total  appropriation - 

The  amount  provided  for  cash  payments  to  States  indudes  an 
additional  $5,000,000  above  the  House-approved  amount.  1  his  is  to 
be  added  to  an  increase  of  $45,000,000  provided  under  section  32  for 
additional  feeding  programs  authorized  by  the 

nutrition  and  other  acts,  making  a  total  increase  of  $50,000,000  lor 

^^Iif  addShin,  $64,325,000  is  transferred  from  section  32  for  purchase 
and  distribution  of  food  under  section  6  of  the  act,  making  a  grand 
total  of  $287,799,000.  Donations  of  commodities  to 
section  32  and  section  416,  which  have  averaged  around  $200  miU  on 
in  recent  years,  would  provide  a  total  Federal  contribution  to  the 
school  lunch  and  child  feeding  programs  of  nearly  one-half  biUion 

^^Ameidment  nT  24^:^  Food  stamp  program.— Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  ^ 

motion  to  concur  in  the  Senate  language,  amended  to  Pjo^de 
$1,000,000  in  lieu  of  the  $2,500,000  Proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
conferees  direct  that  a  minimum  of  $5,000,000  be  held  m  reserve  to 
prevent  overobligation  of  this  appropriation  in  fiscal  year  1969. 

^  Amendment  No.  25:  Section  32  funds. -Reported  m  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a 
motfon  to  restore  language  stricken  by  the  Senate  amendment  whi 
will  provide  additional  funds  for  (a)  child  feeding  programs  authorized 
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by  the  School  Lunch  and  Child  Nutrition  Acts,  and  (6)  direct  distribu¬ 
tion  of  food  to  needy  children  and  low-income  persons  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  be  suffering  from  general  and  continued 
hunger.  Insofar  as  practical,  as  a  condition  to  qualification  under  the 
latter  provision,  each  recipient  determined  to  be  employable  should 
be  registered  with  a  localj  State^  or  U.S.  employment  service  and 
should  be  available  for  employment. 

A  total  of  $50,000,000  has  been  added  to  the  bill  for  this  purpose, 
$5,000,000  under  the  school  lunch  appropriation  for  cash  payments  to 
States  and  $45,000,000  under  this  heading  for  child  feeding  and 
direct  feeding  purposes. 


FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 


Amendment  No.  2^ Salaries  and  expenses. — Appropriates 
$21,541,300  instead  of  $21,153,800  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$21,928,800  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 


AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  27:  Sugar  Act  program. — Appropriates  $82,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $80,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendment  No.  28:  Agricultural  conservation  program. — Authorizes 
a  program  of  $195,500,000  for  1969  as  iiroposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $220,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  29  and  30:  Cropland  adjustment  program. — Ap¬ 
propriate  $84,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $85,700,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and  eliminate  $30,500,000  proposed  by’ the 
Senate  for  the  diversion  of  an  additional  1  million  acres  durine  fiscal 
year  1969.  ^ 

Emergency  conservation  measures. — The  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  concur  in  the  statement  in  the  Senate  report  which  places  a 
limitation  of  10  percent  on  transfers  to  cover  the  technical  assistance 
of  Soil  Conservation  Service  personnel  on  emergency  projects. 

OFFICE  OF  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 
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Amendment  No.  31 :  Salaries  and  expenses. — Appropriates  $12- 
426,000  instead  of  $12,276,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $12- 
576,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 


.PACKERS  AND  STOCKYARDS  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment  No.  32:  Salaries  and  expenses. — Appropriates  $2,815,- 
300  instead  of  $2,565,300  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $3,065,300 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 


OFFICE  OF  GENERAL  COUNSEL 

Amendment  No.  33:  Salaries  and  expenses. — Appropriates  $4,611,- 
000  instead  of  $4,461,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $4,761,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Under  the  act  of  May  23,  1908,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  500),  the 
act  of  July  22,  1937  (7  U.S.C.  1012),  and  similar  legislation,  where 
lands  are  taken  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  national  forests 
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by  and  with  the  consent  of  a  State,  25  percent  of  the  proceeds  from 
timber  sales  from  such  lands  are  committed  to  such  State  for  use  on 
roads  and  schools.  Such  funds  have  been  repeatedly  held  to  belong 
to  the  State  under  agreement  with  the  Federal  Government,  subject 
only  to  control  by  the  State  legislature.  Notwithstanding  this  fact, 
the  Department  has  been  withholding  these  funds  from  States  to 
which  they  belong.  The  conferees  are  agreed  that  funds  withheld, 
both  as  a  matter  of  contract  a,nd  of  law,  should  be  paid  immediately 
to  such  State  or  States  as  may  be  entitled  to  such  funds  as  a  result 
of  such  agreement.  They  agree  further  that  in  the  future  such  pay¬ 
ments  should  be  made  when  due. 


OFFICE  OF  INFORMATION 


Amendment  No.  34:  Salaries  and  expenses. — Appropriates  $1,997,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,965,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

NATIONAL  AGRICULTURAL  LIBRARY 


Amendment  No.  35:  Salaries  and  expenses. — Appropriates  $3,292,- 
750  instead  of  $3,166,500  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $3,419,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 


OFFICE  OF  MANAGEMENT  SERVICES 

Amendment  No.  36:  Salaries  and  expenses. — Appropriates  $2,841,- 
600  instead  of  $2,821,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $2,862,200  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment  No.  37:  Loan  authorizations.— kaihovizes 
for  electrification  loans  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  ot  $30^000,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
call  attention  to  the  following  language  m  the  House  report  concermng 
the  use  of  these  funds: 

^  In  view  of  the  urgent  need  for  additional  distribution 

facilities,  therefore,  it  is  essential  that  generation  and 
transmission  loans  be  held  to  a  minimum  in  the  commg 
The  committee  recognizes  the  importance  of  the  avada^ty 
of  G.  &  T.  loan  funds  to  the  bargaining  positions  of  the  KFA 
cooperatives.  It  does  not  feel,  however,  that  this  position 
will  be  weakened  by  a  careful  policy  in  regard  to  such  loans. 


FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment  No.  38:  Direct  loan  occownf.— Authorizes  the  use  of 
$275,000,000  for  operating  loans  instead  of  $250,000,000  as  proposed 
bv  the  House  and  $300,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  benate. 

Amendments  Nos.  39  and  40:  Rural  housing  direct  loan  account. 
Amendment  No.  39  authorizes  the  use  of  $30,000,000  as  proposed  y 
the  Senate  instead  of  $15,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 
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Amendment  No.  40  is  reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  include 
language  which  will  authorize  the  Secretary  to  require  as  security 
for  a  loan  under  section  502  or  517  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  only 
so  much  of  the  farm  and  buildings  as  he  determines  are  of  sufficient 
value  to  secure  the  loan,  as  is  done  for  owners  of  nonfarm  tracts. 

Amendment  No.  41:  Rural  housing  for  domestic  farm  labor. — 
Appropriates  $4,250,000  instead  of  $3,500,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $5,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  42:  Salaries  and  expenses. — Appropriates  $57- 
980,000  instead  of  $57,641,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $58,’- 
319,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 


FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

Amendment  No.  Administrative  and  operating  expenses  —  ^ 
Appropriates  $11,243,500  instead  of  $10,487,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $12,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 


Amendment  No.  44:  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  fund  — 
Authorizes  $2,140,000  instead  of  $2,850,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $1,430,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 


GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Amendments  Nos.  45  and  46:  Section  509. — Delete  the  expenditure 
limitation  proposed  by  the  House  and  adjust  section  number. 


PERSONNEL  REDUCTIONS 


In  instances  where  new  positions  have  been  authorized  in  this  bill. 
It  IS  not  intended  to  give  preference  to  such  positions  over  those  of 
existing  programs  in  effecting  personnel  reductions  required  by  law. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natcher, 

W.  R.  Hull,  Jr., 

Thomas  G.  Morris, 

George  E.  Shipley, 

George  Mahon, 

Robert  H.  Michel, 

Odin  Langen, 

William  H.  Harrison, 
Charles  R.  Jonas, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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resentative,  and  a  trusted  friend  to  all  of 
us.  But  these  aspects  of  his  life,  when 
^joined  together  in  the  vibrant  personal¬ 
ty  and  method  that  was  peculiarly  his, 
led  up  to  much  more  than  the  mere 
suiiv  of  the  parts.  It  added  up  to  a  truly 
fine/Sunique  man,  whose  presence  will 
not  waik  the  earth  again. 

To  hN  constituents,  he  was  an  effec¬ 
tive  Rep^sentative,  always  willing  to 
work  dilig^ly  on  any  matter  that  was 
brought  to  Him.  It  was  typical  that  the 
night  of  his  tragic  death  found  him  with 
notes  on  how  \est  to  help  a  service¬ 
man’s  family,  who^  husband  and  father 
was  missing  in  Vietnam.  He  never 
shrank  from  contro^Vsy,  and  was  never 
known  to  shrink  froiN  voicing  what  he 
truly  believed.  His  cc^tituents  knew 
this,  and  trusted  him  for  N,st  this  reason. 

To  the  Nation,  he  represrated  one  of 
the  most  effective  voices  forypreserving 
the  traditional  strengths  and^dividual 
constitutional  freedoms  thak  have 
brought  us  to  our  present  position  as  a 
bastion  of  freedom.  Americans  ^^om 
every  walk  of  life  knew  his  effective  w^k 
on  the  House  Committee  on  Un-Amerif 
can  Activities  and  knew  that  he  woulc 
watch  for  threats  to  the  security  of  the 
Nation  from  within  its  borders. 

When  I  was  present  in  Dallas,  to  at¬ 
tend  his  funeral  along*  with  several  of 
my  colleagues  of  the  Texas  delegation,  I 
heard  a  term  used  to  describe  him  that, 
to  me,  best  brings  together  all  the  various 
aspects  of  his  life  and  his  work. 

That  term  was  “Joe  Pool,  American.” 
I  like  that,  and  I  think  Joe  would  have 
liked  it  too.  No  flowery  adjectives,  no 
great  rambling  tomes  that  are  custom¬ 
arily  used  to  describe  men  more  cautious, 
more  compromising.  I,  or  any  of  us  here 
today,  would  be  happy  to  be  known  that 
way,  but  the  description  belong  partic¬ 
ularly  to  Joe  Pool. 

Joe  Pool  has  passed  away,  leaving  a 
legacy  for  the  Nation  of  freedom  and 
strength.  Others,  undoubtedly,  will  come 
to  these  Halls,  and  seek  to  emulate  him. 
But  I  am  convinced  that  few  can  suc¬ 
ceed,  because  they  will  not  have  the  gifts^ 
and  determination  that  he  possessed  ai 
used  so  wisely. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ^h  to 
be  coimted  among  those  who  pa^  trib¬ 
ute  today  to  the  memory  of  oua/departed 
friend  and  colleague,  Joe  Pc^l.  I  shall 
not  extend  my  remarks  at  ^is  time,  but 
I  would  like  to  make  re^rence  to  the 
remarks  which  I  made  ^  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  Jul^l5,  the  day  after 
he  died,  when  it  bec^e  my  sad  duty  to 
announce  to  the  House  the  passing  of 
our  late  friend  an^olleague. 

Mr.  ROBERT?^  Mr.  Speaker,  the  city 
of  Dallas  andyriie  State  of  Texas  have 
lost  an  able y^okesman.  All  of  his  col¬ 
leagues  in ^ongress,  and  especially  his 
friends  inJme  Texas  delegation,  will  miss 
Joe  Po<^  We  were  all  saddened  by  his 
untimeiy  and  sudden  death. 

Joi/was  a  great  friend  of  mine,  going 
badi!:  to  1955  when  we  were  members  of 
tlje  Texas  Legislature.  He  maintained  a 
siness  in  my  home  county,  also.  Joe 
^PooL  was  a  courageous  man — he  loved 
his  country  and  had  no  use  for  any  indi¬ 
vidual  who  did  not.  He  had  the  courage 


to  stand  for  his  convictions,  even  when 
it  was  unpopular.  So  long  as  I  have 
known  him,  he  never  failed  to  stand  up 
and  be  counted  for  what  he  believed  was 
the  best  for  his  cotmtry,  his  State,  and 
his  district. 

Those  of  us  who  served  With  him  have 
lost  a  good  friend,  and  the  country  has 
lost  a  dedicated  legislator. 

His  wife,  Elizabeth,  and  his  four  fine 
sons  have  my  sincerest  and  heartfelt 
sympathy. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  when  I  first  came  to  the  House 
of  Representatives  in  January  1963,  I 
was  assigned  room  136  in  the  Old  Can¬ 
non  House  Office  Building.  Seeking  to 
move  in  several  days  before  Congress 
convened,  I  found  my  office  not  ready; 
my  predecessor  was  late  in  moving  out; 
it  had  not  as  yet  been  painted. 

So  I  had  no  place  to  put  my  things — 
no  telephone — it  was  extremely  incon¬ 
venient  for  a  few  hours  until  the  new 
Congressman  in  the  next  office  found  out 
about  my  predicament  and  insisted,  witl 
warm  southern  hospitality,  that  I  dou^e 
up  with  him  imtil  my  office  was  r^ray. 

This  I  did;  and  there  began  thaVday, 
^a  friendship  with  Joe  Pool  th^  con- 
lued  until  Joe’s  tragic  death  on/July  14. 
will  all  miss  Joe  Pool.  ^  was  in¬ 
valuably  kind  and  friendly  m  his  rela- 
tionaWith  each  of  us.  One/never  asked 
a  favok  of  Joe  that  he  6i^ not  go  out  of 
his  way  ID  respond.  Mar^of  us  had  polit¬ 
ical  view^entirely  difpCTent  from  those 
to  which  J^  was  defeated ;  yet  our  de¬ 
bates  with  ram  ware  always  can-led  on 
without  ranco^nmgh  personal  feelings. 
If  Joe’s  side  ra(d  the  votes  we  would 
congratulate  him\^  the  end  of  the  battle 
in  all  frien^ness\and  when  we  pre¬ 
vailed,  Jo^/would  ^'ays  do  the  same 
to  us. 

Joe  Wife  always  noted^m  the  House  of 
Repre^ntatives  for  the\plendid  work 
he  cm  for  his  constituents/^or  the  first 
ye^  his  constituency  incited  all  of 
tbfe  people  of  the  great  StateNof  Texas. 

le  last  few  years  Joe  repres'^ted  a 
portion  of  Dallas,  and  no  piwblem 
brought  to  him  by  any  constituenK  re¬ 
gardless  of  political  affiliation,  did  iiot 
receive  the  instant  and  skilled  attentic 
Joe  offered  his  people. 

My  condolences  go  especially  to  Joe’s 
charming  widow,  Elizabeth.  Joe  and  Eliz¬ 
abeth  were  a  loving  couple  whose  happi¬ 
ness  in  marriage  and  as  parents  was  an 
inspiration  to  all  of  his  colleagues. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
join  with  the  members  of  the  Texas  dele¬ 
gation  and  others  in  expressing  sorrow 
over  the  untimely  passing  of  our  col¬ 
league,  the  Honorable  Joe  R.  Pool. 

Joe  Pool  and  I  were  memters  of  the 
88th  Congress  Club,  and  in  our  years  of 
service  together  I  found  him  to  be  one  of 
the  most  hardworking  and  energetic 
Members  of  the  House.  I  valued  his 
friendship  very  highly  thi’ough  the  years 
when  our  work  on  the  House  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Sei-vice  brought 
us  into  frequent  association. 

Joe’s  general  personality  and  gener¬ 
ous  instincts  will  be  miss^  by  all  the 
Membei-s.  He  fought  hard  for  the  causes 
in  which  he  believed  deeply,  and  he  ap¬ 
plied  himself  diligently  to  the  task  of 


serving  the  people  of  his  district, 
State  of  Texas,  and  the  Nation. 

To  the  members  of  his  bereavech-fam- 
fiy,  I  extend  my  profound  cond^ences, 
and  hope  that  they  will  find  sonre  meas¬ 
ure  of  comfort  in  the  fuHhi^  of  his 
life’s  services  to  his  fellownjen. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  ^  EXTEND 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  S|ieaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  tha^ all  Members’  may 
have  5  legislative  yoays  in  which  to  ex¬ 
tend  their  rema^  on  the  life,  character, 
and  service  of  )/ne  ^ate  lamented  Honor¬ 
able  Joe  Pom 

The  speaker.  Without  objection,  it  is 
so  orderec 

Therey^as  no  objection. 

PERJ^ISSION  FOR  ECONOMIC  DEVEL- 
MENT  SUBCOMMITTEE,  COM- 
ITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS,  TO 
SIT  DURING  GENERAL  DEBATE 
TODAY 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Economic 
Development  Subcommittee  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  be  permitted  to 
sit  today  during  general  debate. 

’The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PERMISSION  TO  FILE  CONFERENCE 

REPORT  ON  H.R.  16913,  DEPART¬ 
MENT  OP  AGRICULTURE  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1969 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  have  until  mid¬ 
night  tonight  to  file  a  conference  re¬ 
port  on  H.R.  16913,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  appropriation  bill  for  the 
fiscal  year  1969. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1794) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
16913)  “making  appropriations  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and 
for  other  purposes,”  having  met,  after  full 
and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recom¬ 
mend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respec¬ 
tive  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  15,  16,  17,  22,  23,  29,  and  30. 

That  the  House  recede  from  Its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  3,  5.  6,  7,  12,  21,  27,  28,  34,  37,  39,  45, 
and  46;  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows;  In 
lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  “$129,118,300”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2;  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment 
insert  “$86,639,500”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  4:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its^disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  4.  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  “$52,945,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  8:  That  the  House 
recede  from  Its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  8,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  “$59,105,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  9 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  Its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  9,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$80,082,500”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  10:  That  the  House 
recede  from  Its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  “$81,532,500”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 1 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  Its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  11,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  “$9,318,500”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  18:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  18,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  “$14,326,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  20 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  20,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows; 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  “$178,474,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  26 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  26,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  “$21,541,300”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  3 1 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  31,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  “$12,426,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  32 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  32,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  “$2,815,300”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  33 ;  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  33,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  “$4,611,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  35:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  35,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$3,292,750”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  36:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  36,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$2,841,600”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 


Amendment  nrunbered  38 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  38,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  heu  of  the  smn  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$275,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  41 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  41,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  heu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$4,250,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  42 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  42,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$57,980,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  43 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  43,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows; 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$11,243,500”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  44 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  44,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$2,140,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  dis¬ 
agreement  amendments  numbered  13,  14,  19, 
24,  25,  and  40. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natcher, 

W.  R.  Hull,  Jr., 

Thomas  G.  Morris, 

George  E.  Shipley, 

George  Mahon, 

Robert  H.  Michel, 

Odin  Langen, 

William  H.  Harrison, 
Charles  R.  Jonas, 
Managers  an  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Spessard  L.  Holland, 
Richard  B.  Russell, 

John  Stennis, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Roman  L.  Hruska, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  16913)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other 
purposes,  submit  the  following  statement  in 
explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed 
upon  and  recommended  in  the  accompany¬ 
ing  conference  report  as  to  each  of  such 
amendments;  namely: 

department  op  agriculture 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

Amendment  No.  1 ;  Research. — Appropri¬ 
ates  $129,118,300  instead  of  $125,972,600  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $131,950,600  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  Increase  over 
the  amount  approved  by  the  House  Includes 
the  following : 


Funds  deferred  in  1968  for  staff¬ 
ing  laboratories _  4-$l,  892,  400 

Other  research  deferred  in 

1968  _ _ _  -1-244,  900 

Contingency  research  fund _  -j- 500,  000 

Research  contracts,  grants,  and 
cooperative  agreements  de¬ 
ferred  in  1968 _  -f  750,  000 

Full  year  cost  of  pay  increases.  — 241,  500 


-t-3, 145,800 


July  25,  1968 

Amendment  Nos.  2  and  3:  Plant  and  ani¬ 
mal  disease  and  pest  control. — Appropriate 
$86,639,500  Instead  of  $85,298,500  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $88,239,500  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate,  and  provide  for  the  acquisition 
of  land  for  plant  quarantine  activities  at 
Presidio,  Tex.  The  increase  over  the  House 
bill  Includes  $300,000  for  plant  quarantine 
inspection  and  $1,041,000  for  control  of  the 
imported  fire  ant.  The  conferees  are  fully 
agreed  that  none  of  the  $5,000,000  provided 
for  fire  ant  control  for  fiscal  year  1969  is 
to  be  diverted  to  any  other  use. 

During  fiscal  year  1968,  the  Department 
was  able  to  carry  out  a  very  effective  en¬ 
forcement  program  under  the  Laboratory 
Animal  Welfare  Act.  During  this  period,  all 
dealers  except  those  recently  licensed  were 
inspected  at  least  five  times;  all  research  sites 
were  inspected  at  least  twice;  intensive  sur¬ 
veillance  of  auction  and  trade-day  sales  was 
provided;  and  interstate  control  over  research 
animals  was  expanded.  A  total  of  861  com¬ 
plaints  were  handled.  Some  29  alleged  viola¬ 
tions  were  found,  four  warnings  were  issued, 
and  16  cases  are  being  reviewed  for  possible 
prosecution.  Thirty-six  dealers  gave  up  their 
licenses,  and  15  research  facilities  were 
granted  extensions  of  time  to  correct  defi¬ 
ciencies.  The  conferees  are  agreed  that  the 
Department  is  doing  an  adequate  Job  of  en¬ 
forcement  and  should  continue  as  at  present. 
They  further  agree  that  not  to  exceed  $900,- 
000  shall  be  available  to  continue  these  en¬ 
forcement  activities  in  the  next  fiscal  year. 

Cooperative  State  research  service 

Amendment  No.  4:  Hatch  Act  funds. — Ap¬ 
propriates  $52,945,000  instead  of  $51,113,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $54,965,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  of 
$1,832,000  is  provided  to  meet  salary  increases 
in  the  next  year. 

Amendment  No.  5 :  Cooperative  forestry  re¬ 
search. — Appropriates  $3,485,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  Instead  of  $3,370,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  6:  Contracts  and  grants 
for  scientific  research. — Appropriates  $2,000,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  Instead  of 
$1,800,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  7:  Grants  for  facilities. — 
Eliminates  funds  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  8:  Total,  payments  and 
expenses. — Appropriates  $59,105,000  instead 
of  $58,958,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$61,125,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  call  attention  to  the  fact 
that  Hatch  Act  and  Smith-Lever  funds  are 
appropriated  for  specific  purposes  for  distri¬ 
bution  by  formula  fixed  by  law  and  that  the 
State  experiment  stations  and  Extension 
Service  operate  on  a  memorandum  of  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  Department  and  are  not  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  control  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

Extension  Service 

Amendment  Nos.  9  and  10:  Payments  to 
States. — Appropriate  $81,532,500  instead  of 
$78,532,500  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$81,917,500  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
additional  $3,000,000  is  provided  to  meet 
salary  increases  in  the  next  year. 

Amendment  No.  11:  Retirement  costs. — 
Appropriates  $9,318,500  instead  of  $8,818,500 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $9,333,500  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

Amendment  Nos.  12-14::  Watershed  pro¬ 
tection. — ^Establish  separate  appropriations 
for  “River  basin  surveys  and  investigations” 
and  “Works  of  improvement”  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  13  is  reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  Tlie  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

Amendment  No.  14  is  reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
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concur  in  the  Senate  amendment,  amended 
to  appropriate  $57,220,000  instead  of  $56,- 
220,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$57,907,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  15:  Flood  prevention. — 
Appropriates  $20,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  instead  of  $17,500,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  16:  Resource  conservation 
and  development. — Appropriates  $6,256,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $6,474,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  To  the  extent 
feasible  within  the  funds  provided,  the  De¬ 
partment  should  initiate  work  on  the  10 
new  projects  proposed  in  the  1969  budget. 

Economic  Research  Service 
Amendment  No.  17:  Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses. — Appropriates  $12,789,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  instead  of  $13,089,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  Within  the  funds 
provided,  the  development  of  economic  indi¬ 
cators  of  change  in  the  rmal  economy  should 
be  stressed. 

Statistical  Reporting  Service 
Amendment  No.  18:  Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses. — Appropriates  $14,326,000  instead  of 
$14,184,500  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$14,467,500  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 
Amendment  No.  19:  Consumer  protective, 
marketing  and  regulatory  programs. — Re¬ 
ported  in  technical  disagreement.  The  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a 
motion  to  appropriate  $116,264,500  instead 
of  $118,989,500  as  propKJsed  by  the  House  and 
$116,314,500  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
amount  agreed  to  includes  an  additional 
$100,000  for  the  market  news  service,  includ¬ 
ing  a  new  cooperatively  financed  project  for 
the  floriculture  industry. 

Amendment  Nos.  20-23 :  School  lunch  pro¬ 
gram. — Appropriate  $178,474,000  for  this  pro¬ 
gram,  instead  of  $182,825,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Ho\ise  and  $177,849,000  as  proposed  by 


the  Senate,  as  follows : 

Cash  payments  to  States _ $162,  097,  000 

Si>eclal  cash  assistance  (Sec¬ 
tion  11)  _  10,  000,  000 

Pilot  school  breakfast  pro¬ 
gram  _  3,  500,  000 

Nonfood  assistance  (equip¬ 
ment)  _  750, 000 

Operating  expenses _  2,  127,  000 


Total  appropriation _  178,  474,  000 


The  amount  provided  for  cash  payments  to 
States  includes  an  additional  $5,000,000  above 
the  House-approved  amount.  This  is  to  be 
added  to  an  increase  of  $45,000,000  provided 
imder  section  32  for  additional  feeding  pro¬ 
grams  authorized  by  the  School  Lunch,  Child 
Nutrition,  and  other  acts,  making  a  total  in¬ 
crease  of  $50,000,000  for  these  purposes. 

In  addition,  $64,325,000  is  transferred 
from  section  32  for  purchase  and  distribution 
of  food  tmder  section  6  of  the  act,  making 
a  grand  total  of  $287,799,000.  Donations  of 
commodities  to  schools  under  section  32  and 
section  416,  which  have  averaged  around 
$200  million  in  recent  years,  would  provide 
a  total  Federal  contribution  to  the  school- 
lunch  and  child-feeding  programs  of  nearly 
one-half  billion  dollars  in  fiscal  year  1969. 

Amendment  No.  24:  Food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram. — Reported  in  technical  disagreement. 
The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will 
offer  a  motion  to  concm  in  the  Senate  lan¬ 
guage,  amended  to  provide  $1,000,000  in  lieu 
of  the  $2,500,000  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
The  conferees  direct  that  a  minimum  of 
$5,000,000  be  held  in  reserve  to  prevent  over- 
obligation  of  this  appropriation  in  fiscal  year 
1969. 

Amendment  No.  25 :  Section  32  funds. — ^Re- 
ix>rted  in  technical  disagreement.  The  man¬ 


agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer 
a  motion  to  restore  language  stricken  by  the 
Senate  amendment  which  will  provide  addi¬ 
tional  funds  for  (a)  child  feeding  programs 
authorized  by  the  School  Lunch  and  Child 
Nutrition  Acts,  and  (b)  direct  distribution 
of  food  to  needy  children  and  low-income 
persons  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  be  suffering  from  general  and  con¬ 
tinued  hunger.  Insofar  as  practical,  as  a  con¬ 
dition  to  qualification  under  the  latter  pro¬ 
vision,  each  recipient  determined  to  be  em¬ 
ployable  should  be  registered  wtih  a  local. 
State,  or  U.S.  employment  service  and  should 
be  available  for  employment. 

A  total  of  $50,000,000  has  been  added  to 
the  biU  for  this  purpose,  $5,000,000  under 
the  school  lunch  appropriation  for  cash  pay¬ 
ments  to  States  and  $45,000,000  under  this 
heading  for  child  feeding  and  direct  feed¬ 
ing  purposes. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
Amendment  No.  26:  Salaries  and  expen¬ 
ses. — Appropriates  $21,541,300  instead  of  $21,- 

153.800  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $21,- 

928.800  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service 

Amendment  No.  27:  Sugar  Act  program. — 
Appropriates  $82,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $80,000,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Amendment  No.  28:  Agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program. — Authorizes  a  program  of 
$195,500,000  for  1969  as  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  instead  of  $220,000,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Amendment  Nos.  29  and  30:  Cropland  ad¬ 
justment  program. — Appropriates  $84,500,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $85,- 
700,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and  elim¬ 
inates  $30,500,000  proposed  by  the  Senate 
for  the  diversion  of  an  additional  1  million 
acres  during  fiscal  year  1969. 

Emergency  conservation  measures. — The 
managers  on  the  part  Of  the  House  concur 
in  the  statement  in  the  Senate  report  which 
places  a  limitation  of  10  percent  on  frans- 
fers  to  cover  the  technical  assistance  of  Soil 
Conservation  Service  personnel  on  emergency 
projects. 

Office  of  Inspector  General 
Amendment  No.  31:  Salaries  and  expen¬ 
ses. — ^Appropriates  $12,426,000  Instead  of  $12,- 
276,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $12,- 
576,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 
Amendment  No.  32:  Salaries  and  ex¬ 

penses. — ^Appropriates  $2,815,300  instead  of 
$2,565,300  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$3,065,300  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Office  of  General  Counsel 
Amendment  No.  33:  Salaries  and  ex¬ 

penses. — Appropriates  $4,611,000  instead  of 
$4,461,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$4,761,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Under  the  act  of  May  23,  1908,  as  amended, 
(16  UH.C.  500),  the  act  of  July  22,  1937  (7 
U.S.C.  1012),  and  similar  legislation,  where 
lands  are  taken  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  for  national  forests  by  and  with  the 
consent  of  a  State,  25  percent  of  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  from  timber  sales  from  such  lands  are 
committed  to  such  State  for  use  on  roads 
and  schools.  Such  funds  have  been  repeatedly 
held  to  belong  to  the  State  under  agreement 
with  the  Federal  Government,  subject  only 
to  control  by  the  State  legislature.  Notwith¬ 
standing  this  fact,  the  Department  has  been 
withholding  these  funds  from  States  to  which 
they  belong.  The  conferees  are  agreed  that 
funds  withheld,  both  as  a  matter  of  contract 
and  of  law,  should  be  paid  immediately  to 
such  State  or  States  as  may  be  entitled  to 
such  funds  as  a  result  of  such  agreement. 


They  agree  further  that  in  the  future  such 
payments  should  be  made  when  due. 

Office  of  Information 

Amendment  No.  34:  Salaries  and  ex¬ 

penses. — ^Appropriates  $1,997,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  Instead  of  $1,965,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 

National  Agricultural  Library 
Amendment  No.  35 :  Salaries  and  ex¬ 

penses.— Appropriates  $3,292,750  Instead  of 
$3,166,500  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$3,419,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Office  of  Management  Services 
Amendment  No.  36:  Salaries  and  ex¬ 

penses. — Appropriates  $2,841,600  Instead  of 
$2,821,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$2,862,200  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
Amendment  No.  37:  Loan  authoriza¬ 

tions.— Autiiorizes  $329,000,000  for  electrifi¬ 
cation  loans  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in¬ 
stead  of  $304,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House.  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  call  attention  to  the  following  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  House  report  concerning  the  use 
of  these  f  imds : 

“In  view  of  the  urgent  need  for  additional 
distribution  facilities,  therefore,  it  is  essen¬ 
tial  that  generation  and  transmission  loans 
be  held  to  a  minimum  in  the  coming  year. 
The  committee  recognizes  the  importance  of 
the  availability  of  G.  &  T.  loan  funds  to  the 
bargaining  positions  of  the  REA  coopera¬ 
tives.  It  does  not  feel,  however,  that  this 
position  will  be  weakened  by  a  careful  policy 
in  regard  to  such  loans.” 

Farmers  Home  Administration 
Amendment  No.  38:  Direct  loan  account. — 
Authorizes  the  use  of  $275,000,000  for  oper¬ 
ating  loans  Instead  of  $250,000,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  and  $300,000,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  Nos.  39  and  40:  Rural  hous¬ 
ing  direct  loan  account. — ^Amendment  No. 
39  authorizes  the  use  of  $30,000,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $15,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  40  is  reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  include 
language  which  will  authorize  the  Secretary 
to  require  as  security  for  a  loan  \mder  Sec¬ 
tion  602  or  517  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949 
only  so  much  of  the  farm  and  buildings  as 
he  determines  are  of  sufficient  value  to  se¬ 
cure  the  loan,  as  is  done  for  owners  of  non¬ 
farm  tracts. 

Amendment  No.  41 :  Rural  housing  for 
domestic  farm  labor. — Appropriates  $4,250,- 
000  instead  of  $3,500,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $5,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  42:  Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses. — Appropriates  $57,980,000  Instead  of 
$57,641,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$58,319,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
Amendment  No.  43:  Administrative  and 
operating  expenses. — Appropriates  $11,243,- 
500  instead  of  $10,487,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $12,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  44:  Federal  Crop  Insur¬ 
ance  Corporation  Fund. — Authorizes  $2,140,- 
000  instead  of  $2,850,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $1,430,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

General  provisions 

Amendment  Nos.  45  and  46:  Section  509. — 
Delete  the  expenditure  limitation  proposed 
by  the  House  and  adjust  section  number. 

Personnel  reductions 

In  instances  where  new  positions  have 
been  authorized  in  this  bill,  it  is  not  intend¬ 
ed  to  give  preference  to  such  positions  over 
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those  of  existing  programs  in  effecting  per¬ 
sonnel  reductions  required  by  law. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten 
William  H.  Natcher 
W.  R.  Hull,  Jr. 

Thomas  G.  Morris 
George  E.  Shipley 
George  Mahon 
Robert  H.  Michel 
Odin  Langen 
William  H.  Harrison 
Charles  R.  Jonas 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


INSERTION  OP  TR\NSCRIPT  PROM 
DEBATE  OP  YESTEI^AY,  JULY  24 

(Mr.  BOLLING  askedNmd  was  given 
permission  to  address  the\House  for  1 
minute  and  to  include  trans^ipt  of  floor 
debate.) 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker^^n  yes¬ 
terday  I  participated  in  the  de^te  on 
the  gun  legislation.  During  my  rer^rks 
the  gentleman  from  Plorida  [Mr.  Sihes] 
asked  me  to  yield.  I  did  so.  At  appro^- 
mately  4  o’clock  yesterday  afternoon 
turned  over  the  transcript  of  our  re¬ 
marks  to  him  for  correction.  I  note  from 
the  Congressional  Record  that  those  re¬ 
marks  were  not  delivered  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  Printing  Office  in  time  for  in¬ 
clusion  in  the  daily  Record.  I  include 
herewith  the  uncorrected  text  of  these 
remarks  as  I  received  them  from  the 
reporters. 

The  transcript  follows: 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  preferential  motion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  no  intention  of 
engaging  in  this  debate.  I  said  what  I 
had  to  say  in  the  discussion  on  the  rule. 

But  I  have  been  here,  I  think,  for  vir¬ 
tually  every  minute  of  the  debate  during 
the  amendment  stage  and  I  was  in¬ 
terested  in  the  last  5  minutes  of  debate  in 
particular  because,  in  effect,  our  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Dingell]  was  challenging  the  good  faith 
of  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Tenzer]  in  circulating  certain  material. 

I  gather  that  in  that  challenge  he  was 
being  supported  by  the  gentleman  from 
Plorida  [Mr.  Sikes]. 

I  would  make  no  charges  as  to  inten¬ 
tions,  but  I  wish  to  discuss  briefly  the 
results  of  the  action  of  the  gentleman^ 
from  Plorida,  and  the  gentleman  froi 
Michigan,  the  other  day,  on  Moni^l, 
when  we  had  a  matter  before  us  u;jraer 
suspension  of  the  rules. 

When  there  was  a  piece  of  legislation 
that  purported  to  be  of  generaj^terest 
and  dealt  with  the  questioiymf  appro¬ 
priating,  or  authorizing  to  ^  appropri¬ 
ated,  a  half  million  dollars^  the  public’s 
money  for  purposes  ill-denned,  so  far  as 
I  can  determine,  with  r^ard  to  hunting 
on  military  reservations. 

I  watched  that  letter  with  consider¬ 
able  interest  because  one  of  the  gentle¬ 
men  was  the  auiJnor  of  the  legislation, 
and  the  other  Gentleman  was  the  man¬ 
ager  of  the  leai^ation. 

You  kno^  that  under  suspension,  a 
matter  c^es  up  without  really  much 
opportunity  for  debate  and  unless  a  sec¬ 
ond  is/demanded  by  somebody  who  is 
opp^d  to  the  bill,  there  is  no  debate 
in  ^position  except  at  the  wish  of  the 
I^son  who  calls  it  up  by  agreement. 


I  watched  with  considerable  interest 
as  the  gentlemen  proceeded  to  let  the 
bill  go  through  without  any  explanation. 
Our  friend  from  New  York  [Mr.  Carey] 
made  an  attempt  to  have  a  rollcall  on 
the  matter.  I  am  not  expert  in  the  mat¬ 
ter,  but  I  do  know  that  it  is  a  piece 
of  legislation  in  the  interest  of  a  very 
limited  number  of  people  which  these 
gentlemen  maneuvered  through  the 
House,  and  maneuver  is  legitimate.  They 
maneuvered  it  through  the  House  with- 
’out  giving  the  House  the  benefit  of  the 
facts  with  regard  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOLLING.  I  am  delighted  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  SIKES.  On  the  bill  to  which  the 
gentleman  refers,  it  certainly  was  not  my 
fault  that  there  was  no  rollcall  vote  in 
the  House.  The  bill  is  not  intended  to 
benefit  a  few.  It  is  intended  to  benefit 
every  person  in  uniform  and  the  family 
of  every  person  in  uniform  and  every 
civilian  who  wants  to  pay  a  small  fee  to 
ise  the  30  million  acres  in  250  .  military 
Enervations  throughout  our  Nation. 
E'^yone  who  is  in  imiform  would  have/ 
acc^  to  it. 

Mr  .Rolling.  Mr.  chairman,  I  ref^e 
to  yielcNurther.  The  gentleman  hayhad 
an  opporD^mity  to  explain  his  position  in 
the  matten^efore  I  yield  back^e  bal¬ 
ance  of  my  nae,  I  would  poinVout  that 
that  is  the  fullest  explanatimf  made  on 
this  matter  to  ^te.  If  the  H^se  finds  it 
satisfying — and  rsdo  not^iet  the  House 
so  judge.  I  yield  b^k  thyoalance  of  my 
time. 


CORRECT^N  os;  VOTE 

Mr.  SMITH  o^owa.  Mr\Speaker,  on 
rollcalls  Nos.  and  254  I  am  recorded 
as  not  voting  I  was  present  ^d  voted 
“yea.”  I  a^  unanimous  consmt  that 
the  perm^ent  Record  and  Jours^al  be 
corrected accordingly. 

The  J5PE AKER.  Is  there  objectioiKto 
the  ^quest  of  the  gentleman  frok 
lOA^? 

mere  was  no  objection. 


PERMISSION  FOR  SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON  FISHERIES  AND  WILDLIFE, 
COMMITTEE  ON  MERCHANT  MA¬ 
RINE  AND  FISHERIES,  TO  SIT  DUR¬ 
ING  GENERAL  DEBATE  TODAY 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  that  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  of  the 
Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries  may  sit  during  general  debate 
today. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  I  know  because  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  majority  leader  makes  this 
request,  that  it  has  been  cleared  with  the 
minority  side;  but,  is  it  not  unseemly 
and  strange  that  we  have  requests  for 
imanimous  consent  to  come  in  early  in 
order  to  perform  the  business  of  the 
House,  and  then  immediately  we  dis¬ 
charge  the  various  committees  from  at¬ 


tendance  so  that  they  may  go  about 
their  various  hearings  after  it  has  beer 
stated  further  that  this  work  is  not  ne/- 
essary  because  the  Committee  on  I^ces 
has  closed  off  additional  legislative  ef¬ 
forts  other  than  for  emergencies  the 
balance  of  .this  session? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speak^  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  of  cou^,  this  will 
not  be  operative  until  the  higher  educa¬ 
tion  bill  is  disposed  of,  ba^use  there  is 
no  more  general  debate /m  that  matter. 
As  I  imderstand  it,  tho/gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Mor^n],  is  interested 
in  this  matter,  but  ^annot  testify  as  to 
its  emergency  na^e. 

Mr.  HALL.  I  ^sh  the  gentleman  to 
understand  I  Mve  absolutely  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  s^committee  sitting,  but  in 
principle  I  jnsh  to  state  I  do  object  to 
our  comii^in  early  and  granting  unani¬ 
mous  consent  for  that  and  then  turning 
aroun(^nd  freeing  the  various  commit¬ 
tees  ^hold  sessions  because  of  prior  ob- 
liga^ns  or  for  any  other  reason.  I  wish 
to^rve  notice  now  that  we  will  probably 
ft  have  it  hereafter. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  understands 
that  this  request  is  made  only  during 
general  debate. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Yes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


EMBARGO  ON  SHIPMENT  OP 
GUNS  'THROUGH  THE  MALLS 

(Mr.  VANIK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for 
1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  and  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday 
when  I  learned  from  reports  that  some 
of  the  guns  used  in  the  massive  Cleve¬ 
land  snipings  were  mailed  into  the  city 
by  servicemen  stationed  in  Vietnam,  I 
requested  the  Post  Office  Department  to 
impose  an  immediate  embargo  on  the 
shipment  of  guns  through  the  mails. 

Today,  I  was  shocked  to  learn  that 
stich  shipments  can  still  be  made  and 
that  the  Post  Office  Department  has  no 
pow^to  halt  them.  I  have  just  received 
the  flawing  statement  from  Mr.  Timo¬ 
thy  M^  General  Counsel  of  the  Post 
Office  Department: 

The  Post-Office  Department  is  absolutely 
powerless  un»^  the  present  law  to  prevent 
the  delivery  oAlong-arms,  even  into  a  riot 
area.  The  Departf^ent  has  a  regulation  which 
requires  the  Postft^ter  to  notify  the  law 
enforcement  officer^  of  the  name  and  ad¬ 
dress  of  the  recipients  a  long-arm;  but  the 
Department  may  not  Vithhold  delivery  of 
that  firearm,  even  thou^  requested  by  the 
police. 

Until  Congress  meetsNthis  problem 
with  meaningful  legislation  I  urge  the 
Department  of  Defense  to  wohibit  the 
shipment  of  weapons  into  the  United 
States  by  members  of  the  arme^sprvices. 
Guns  of  every  type  are  easily  a^ilable 
in  Vietnam.  If  there  are  no  restrah^  on 
their  entry  to  the  United  States,  ney 
are  certain  to  fall  into  irresponsib._ 
hands  and  add  to  the  toll  of  casualtirf 
from  gun  violence. 
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HOUSE  --  July  26 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report 
on  this  bill,  H.  R«  16913,  and  acted  on  amendments  in  disagreement  (ppo  H7636- 
43,  S9511-19).  See  Digest  130  for  table  showing  amounts  provided  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report.  Agreed  to  the  Senate  amendment  to  provide  $8,780,000  for 
river  basin  surveys  and  investigations  (p.  H7642).  Agreed  to  a  Whitten  motion 
to  substitute  $57,220,000  in  lieu  of  the  amount  in  the  Senate  amendment  for 


funds  for  watershed  protection,  SCS  (p,  H7642) ,  and  the  Senate  concurred  in 


this  House  amendment  (p.  S9513).  Agreed  to  the  Senate  amendment  to  provide 
$116,314,500  for  consumer  protective,  marketing,  and  regulatory  programs  (p. 

H7642) .  Agreed  to  a  Whitten  motion  to  substitute  $1,000,000  in  lieu  of  the 
amount  in  the  Senate  amendment  providing  that  not  more  than  this  amount  of  the 
food  stamp  funds  shall  be  available  for  the  payment  of  obligations  incurred 
under  the  appropriation  for  similar  purposes  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year  (p. 
H7642),  and  the  Senate  concurred  in  this  House  amendment  (p.  S9513) .  Agreed  to 
a  Whitten  motion  to  restore  the  matter  stricken  by  a  Senate  amendment,  relative 
to  Sec.  32  funds,  with  an  amendment  providing  for  a  $45,000,000  special  feeding 
program  to  be  financed  from  Sec.  32  funds  (p,  H7643),  and  the  Senate  concurred 
in  this  House  amendment  (pp.  S9513-15).  Agreed  to  a  Whitten  motion  to  restore 
the  matter  stricken  by  a  Senate  amendment,  relative  to  farmer  applicants  for 
housing  loans,  with  an  amendment  providing  that  farmer  applicants  for  direct  j 

or  insured  rural  housing  loans  shall  be  required  to  provide  only  such  collateral 
security  as  is  required  of  owners  of  nonfarra  tracts  (p.  H7643),  and  the  Senate  con¬ 
curred  in  this  House  amendment  (p.  S95l5)« '  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  j 
President. 


L 


2.  APPROPRIATIONS,  Both  Houses  passed  wi^dUt  amendment  H.  J.  Res.  1420,  to  make 
continuing  appropriations  through  Sep^.  ibu  1968  for  agencies  whose  regular 
appropriation  bills  have  not  yet  h^n  enactW  (pp.  S9520-22,  H7707,  H7633-6), 
Rep.  Mahon  inserted  excerpts  from/the  commit^e  report  on  the  resolution  and 
a  tabulation  of  the  actions  on  appropriation  l^lls  as  of  July  26,  1968  (pp. 
H7633-35).  This  measure  will  nrow  be  sent  to  thX  President . 

Adopted  the  conference  re^rt  on  H.  R.  17903, \he  public  works  appropriation 
bill  (pp.  H7630-33).  Reced^  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  regarding 
funds  appropriated  for  th^/Robert  S.  Kerr  Lock  and  Okla.  and  the  Sans 

Bois  Creek  (p.  H7633) 

Agreed  to  a  resolution  waiving  points  of  order  on  tfV\e  Defense  Department 
appropriation  bill.  yp.  H7643-9 

Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  18706,  D.  C.  appropriation  bifl^,  1969.  pp.  H7649- 
57 


o 


3,  WILDERNESS.  The>dnterior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reporte^with  amendment 
H.  R,  16771,  designate  certain  lands  in  the  Great  Swamp  Natic^il  Wildlife 
Refuge,  Morr^  County,  N.  J.,  as  wilderness  (H,  Rept.  1813).  p.  B7707 


4,  COTTON,  concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  10915,  to  amend  S^*  202 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956  to  prohibit  the  importation  into  the  UV  S,  of 
extra  Jrang  staple  cotton  produced  in  any  country  which  has  severed  dipl^atic 
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spffice  are  unduly  severe,  then  he  can 
^ift  some  of  the  burden  to  other  areas, 
point  is  that,  at  present,  we  are  not 
in  position  to  make  such  a  determina¬ 
tion. 

I  thiHk  it  is  particularly  significant  to 
note  th^ecent  comment  of  Budget  E>i- 
rector  Clwles  J.  Zwick  with  regard  to 
this  propos^  He  stated  that  he  person¬ 
ally  would  n^t  support  the  exemption 
because  other^deral  programs  such  as 
social  security,  \|ir  traffic  control,  and 
safe  streets  ha^e  greater  personnel 
needs.  I  fully  concu^with  his  judgment. 

Any  exemption  foK  postal  employees 
would  merely  be  at  tn^  expense  of  the 
employees  of  all  the  ot^er  agencies.  It 
is  my  imderstanding  that  there  will 
probably  be  several  such  e^rts  at  spe¬ 
cial-interest  exemptions  faS  different 
agencies.  The  passage  of  HiR.  15387 
would  do  nothing  but  open  the  i^ors  to 
the  supporters  of  these  other  bu^  and 
make  the  task  of  establishing  priotities 
all  the  more  difficult.  In  view  of  \ur 
commitment  to  a  specified  reduction 
Federal  spending,  we  cannot  afford  tc  _ 
engage  in  a  game  of  leapfrog,  shifting 
the  burden  of  this  $6  billion  cutback 
from  one  area  to  the  next. 

There  is,  I  believe,  a  broader  issue  in¬ 
volved  in  this  debate,  that  of  the  urgency 
of  reform  of  our  entire  postal  system. 
For  some  time,  I  have  advocated  a  re¬ 
structuring  of  the  Post  Office  along  the 
lines  of  a  publicly  owned,  self-financing 
corporation  similar  to  the  TVA  model. 
At  worst,  this  plan  woffid  remove  time- 
consuming  postal  affairs  from  the  hands 
of  Congressmen.  At  best,  it  would  boost 
efficiency  tremendously,  encourage  an 
even  greater  responsiveness  of  postal 
officials  to  the  public  demand,  and  al¬ 
low  the  Post  Office  to  finance  its  opera¬ 
tion  for  the  first  time  in  its  history. 

Therefore,  I  was  greatly  encouraged 
to  read  that  the  recently  published  report 
of  the  President’s  Commission  on  Postal 
Organization  calls  for  a  similar  overhaul 
of  the  system.  I  commend  the  members 
of  the  Commission  on  their  constructive, 
thought-provoking  proposals,  and  I 
would  hope  that  the  issues  raised  h 
them  will  demonstrate  to  the  Senate  ^e 
urgency  for  legislation  more  comprehen¬ 
sive  than  the  kind  of  stop-gap  m^sure 
that  we  are  presently  considering. 


Second.  Amendment  No.  890,  relating 
to  the  International  Coffee  Agreement, 
1968. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  .The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
pursuant  to  the  motion  which  has  just 
been  agreed  to,  I  report  the  bill  H.R. 
17324,  and  ask  imanimous  -consent  that 
the  bill  be  placed  on  the  calendar  and 
that  the  Committee  on  Finance  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  file  a  supplementary  report  on 
H.R.  17324  as  so  reported. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


AMENDMENT  OF  THE  RENEGOTIA¬ 
TION  ACT  OF  1^1 

Mr.  LONG  of  LouisianyMr.  President, 
I  ask  imanimous  consent  that  the  pend¬ 
ing  business  be  temporarily  laid  aside 
and  that  the  Senat^roceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  Cal^dar  No.  1364,  H.R. 
17324,  to  extended  amend  the  Renego¬ 
tiation  Act  of  1^1. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it^so  ordered. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  move  Hfat  H.R.  17324  be  recommitted 
to  the  Irammittee  on  Finance  with  in¬ 
structions  to  report  such  bill  back  forth- 
witlywith  the  amendments  originally  re- 
popied  by  the  Committee  on  Finance  and 
th  the  following  additional  amend- 
lents; 

First.  Amendment  No.  889,  'relating 
to  the  Antidumping  Act,  1921. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AP¬ 
PROPRIATION  BILL,  1969— CON¬ 
FERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  HOLLAND,  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  16913)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for 
other  purposes.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  the  present  consideration  of  the 
report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hartke  in  the  chair) .  The  report  will  be 
read  for  the  information  of  the  Senate. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 
(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  July  25,  1968,  pp.  H7479, 
H7480,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
not  report  on  the  details  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  agreement  since  the  full  text  of  the 
conference  report  and  the  statement  of 
the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
appears  in  House  Report  No.  1794  and  in 
the  Congressional  Record  of  July  25  be¬ 
ginning  on  page  H7479. 

Mr.  President,  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment  deals  with  46  different  numbered 
amendments,  of  which  six  will  be  re¬ 
ported  to  the  Senate  in  technical  dis¬ 
agreement  after  the  adoption  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report.  In  several  Instances  in¬ 
dividual  amendments  embody  several 
differences  involving  various  projects  and 
activities.  The  final  conference  agree¬ 
ment  was  reached  after  three  sessions  of 
the  conference  committee. 

The  Senate  passed  the  appropriation 
bill  on  May  29,  but  the  House  did  not 
appoint  its  conferees  until  June  24.  The 
first  conference  meeting  was  held  on  July 
9  and  the  second  meeting  was  held  on 
July  11.  The  conference  committee  re¬ 
sumed  again  yesterday  morning  and 
.reached  agreement  on  all  of  the  amend¬ 
ments,  including  those  which  I  will  ask 
to  be  reported  in  disagreement  after  the 
adoption  of  the  conference  repoi-t. 

I  am  pleased  to  report  that  the  con¬ 
ference  report  was  unanimously  agreed 
to  and  signed  by  the  conferees  of  both 
bodies. 


Mr.  President,  since  the  Senate  passed 
the  agricultural  appropriation  bill,  the 
conference  report  on  H.R.  15414,  The 
Revenue  Expenditures  Control  Act  of 
1968,  has  been  adopted  by  both  bodies 
and  has  now  become  Public  Law  90- 
364.  In  view  of  the  enactment  of  this 
measure  calling  for  a  reduction  in  ex¬ 
penditures  totaling  $6  billion,  below 
those  estimated  in  the  President’s  budget 
message,  the  conference  committee  has 
attempted  to  emphasize  by  its  actions 
those  items  it  considered  to  be  of  im¬ 
portance  and  thereby  to  provide  some 
guidance  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  if  further 
reductions  in  expenditures  are  required 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

SUMMARY  OP  ESTIMATES  AND  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  conference  bill  is  in  the  amount 
of  $5,531,296,650.  This  total  is  $1,392,- 
683,150  under  the  budget  estimates,  $1,- 
615,657,050  under  the  adjusted  appro¬ 
priations  for  fiscal  year  1968,  and  is 
$7,661,150  over  the  House-passed  version 
of  the  bill  and  $9,253,650  under  the  Sen¬ 
ate  version  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  the  conference  report 
to  which  I  referred  earlier  (House  Rept. 
No.  1794)  describes  in  detail  the  net 
amount  agreed  for  the  many  items  in 
the  appropriation  bill. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  FOR  RESEARCH  AND 
EXTENSION  WORK 

I  will  deal  only  briefly  with  a  few  of 
the  items  of  general  interest  and  con¬ 
cern  to  members  of  the  Senate.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  had  restored  the  1968  appropriation 
level  for  the  payments  to  the  State  ex¬ 
periment  stations  under  the  Hatch  Act 
formula  in  the  amount  requested  by  the 
budget;  namely,  $54,965,000,  an  increase 
of  $3,852,000  over  the  House  passed  bill. 
In  the  conference  the  House  yielded  to 
the  Senate  in  the  amount  of  $1,832,000 
to  be  directed  to  pay  comparability  ad¬ 
justments — in  other  words,  for  Pay  Act 
costs.  The  conference  action  thus  pro¬ 
vides  $52,945,000  to  be  distributed  under 
the  fonnula  instead  of  $51,113,000  as 
provided  by  the  other  body. 

For  payments  to  the  States  for  co¬ 
operative  extension  work  the  Senate  had 
provided  restoration  of  the  1968  appro¬ 
priation  level,  an  increase  of  $3,385,000 
over  the  House  version  of  the  bill,  and 
in  the  conference  it  was  agreed  that 
$3  million  of  this  increase  be  retained  for 
pay  comparability  adjustments.  The  con¬ 
ference  agreement  thus  provides  $81,- 
532,500  for  distribution  to  the  States  un¬ 
der  the  Smith-Lever  formula. 

Year  after  year  the  Senate  has  in¬ 
sisted  that  appropriations  for  the  Fed¬ 
eral  share  of  pay  comparability  adjust¬ 
ments  for  workers  at  the  State  experi¬ 
ment  stations  and  for  the  county  exten¬ 
sion  offices  should  be  provided  in  the  ap¬ 
propriate  amounts  following  Federal 
Employee  Pay  Act  adjustments,  but  so 
far  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  not 
recognized  this  rather  clear-cut  prin¬ 
ciple. 

Mr.  Pi-esident,  we  think  we  have  a 
definite  obligation  in  those  matters. 

SOIL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION  PROGRAMS 

The  advance  authorization  for  the 
agricultural  conservation  program  under 
which  cost-sharing  conservation  pay- 


S9512 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


ments  are  made  to  farmers  has  been 
agreed  to  at  $195,500,000.  This  is  the 
amount  of  the  cun'ent  program  level  fol¬ 
lowing  the  reduction  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  90-218  and  represents  a  reduction 
of  $24,500,000  tmder  the  $220  million 
program  proposed  by  the  House,  and  is 
$95,500,000  over  the  request  in  the  budget 
for  $100  million  for  next  year.  Unques¬ 
tionably,  the  full  level  of  $220  million 
previously  authorized  for  this  program  is 
needed  to  meet  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  needs  of  our  Nation,  but  in  view  of 
the  general  atmosphere  of  economy,  it 
was  felt  that  $195,500,000  should  be  au¬ 
thorized  with  the  full  expectation  that 
when  the  fiscal  situation  improves  this 
program  will  be  restored  to  an  adequate 
level. 

The  budget  estimates  for  1969  had 
proposed  sharp  reductions  in  programs 
administered  by  the  Soil  Conservation 
Seiwice.  In  particular,  it  was  proposed 
to  reduce  the  watershed  protection  and 
development  programs  and  thereby  to 
cause  further  disparity  and  delay  be¬ 
tween  planning  and  construction. 

I  am  pleased  to  report  that  both 
bodies  were  in  general  agreement  on  the 
essentiality  of  continuing  these  impor¬ 
tant  construction  programs,  under  which 
approximately  40  percent  of  the  costs 
are  borne  by  local  sponsors,  and  by  local 
and  State  governments. 

The  conference  agreement  provides 
essentially  the  1968  appropriation  level 
for  these  important  resource  develop¬ 
ment  projects. 

AGRICULTTTRAL  CREDIT  PROGRAMS 

The  Senate  had  recommended  a  $300 
million  authoidzation  for  the  farm  oper¬ 
ating  loans  administered  by  the  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration. 

I  am  glad  to  see  in  the  Chamber  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Mundt],  who,  together  with 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  was  most  inter¬ 
ested  in  this  item. 

The  conference  agreement  provides 
$275  million.  This  is  $25  million  over  the 
House  bill  and  the  budget  estimate  and 
will  enable  the  agency  to  continue  at  the 
1968  level. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  appreciate  what  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  said  about  the  efforts  of  the  Sen^ 
ator  from  North  Dakota  and  myself  to 
try  to  get  additional  money  for  FHA  op¬ 
erating  loans.  I  also  appreciate  the  ef¬ 
forts  of  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  committee,  who  fought  hard  for  the 
additional  appropriation  in  conference 
and  who  succeed  in  bringing  back  half 
of  what  we  had  requested,  which  is  in 
the  nature  of  a  compromise,  but  which 
is,  of  course,  «that  much  better  than  if 
we  had  not  taken  the  action  we  took  in 
the  Senate  committee. 

Mr,  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Yarborough]  was  also  very 
much  interested  in  this  item,  and  col¬ 
laborated  with  the  efforts  of  the  Senators 
I  have  mentioned. 

The  Senate  had  proposed  $329  million 
of  new  loan  authorization  for  the  rm'al 
electrification  program.  This  amount. 


coupled  with  the  carryover  of  $41  mil¬ 
lion,  will  provide  a  total  electrification 
loan  program  of  $370  million  as  com¬ 
pared  to  the  $391  million  approved  a  year 
ago,  but  subsequently  reduced  to  $350 
million  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  pur¬ 
suant  to  Public  Law  90-218.  The  House 
conferees  have  yielded  to  the  Senate  in¬ 
crease  of  $25  million  over  the  House  bill 
and  over  the  budget  estimate  for  this 
program. 

Again,  the  Senators  from  South  Da¬ 
kota,  North  Dakota,  and  Texas  collabo¬ 
rated  in  the  effort  to  obtain  the  increase 
which  I  have  noted,  which  was  approved 
in  conference,  for  the  REA  electrification 
program. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Again  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Florida  for  his 
words  of  commendation,  and  point  out 
to  all  friends  of  REA  the  fact  that  on 
this  item,  we  were  a  little  more  success¬ 
ful  than  they  were  on  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration,  and  succeeded  in  getting 
the  House  of  Representatives  fully  to 
sustain  the  Senate  position,  which  does 
move  REA  forward,  not  at  the  rate  at 
which  it  would  like  to  go,  and  probably 
not  at  the  rate  that  it  ought  to  go,  but 
at  a  far  faster  rate  than  that  provided 
for  by  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
probably  at  as  rapid  a  rate  as  we  can 
expect  under  the  financial  conditions 
confronting  the  country. 

While  I  am  on  my  feet,  however,  I 
should  like  to  call  attention  to  the  fact 
that  the  language  on  the  part  of  the 
managers  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  which  appears  on  page  9  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report  includes  this  paragraph: 

In  view  of  the  urgent  need  for  additional 
distribution  facilities,  therefore,  it  is  essen¬ 
tial  that  generation  and  transmission  loans 
be  held  to  a  minimum  in  the  coming  year. 
The  committee  recognizes  the  importance  of 
the  availability  of  G.  &  T.  loan  funds  to  the 
bargaining  positions  of  the  REA  coopera¬ 
tives.  It  does  not  feel,  however,  that  this 
position  will  be  weakened  by  a  careful  policy 
in  regard  to  such  loans. 

I  wish  to  say  for  the  benefit  of  all  per¬ 
sons  who  read  the  Record  something 
which  is  well  known  to  all  Members  of 
the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  which  is  that  the  statement  I  have 
just  read  is  a  statement  on  the  part  of 
the  conference  managers  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  and  does  not  reflect  the 
sentiment  of  the  Senate  nor  its  conferees. 
Under  present  rules,  we  do  not  provide 
a  printed  statement  on  behalf  of  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate,  so 
that  we  have  to  take  recourse  to  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  to  make  clear  the  position 
that  the  Senate  conferees  held.  I  have 
long  advocated  that  the  Senate  should 
also  have  a  conference  report  from  its 
own  managers. 

I  think  the  best  way  to  make  our  posi¬ 
tion  clear  under  prevailing  circumstances 
is  to  read  into  the  Record  at  this  time 
the  Senate  language  which  was  written 
in  our  Senate  report  on  the  same  subject 
of  transmission  lines  generation. 

Our  report  said  and  continues  to  say, 
without  any  expression  of  retreat  or 
equivocation  or  limitation  of  that  lan¬ 
guage  on  our  part  now: 
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The  committee  recognizes  that  generation 
and  transmission  facilities  are,  in  many  rural 
areas  of  the  Nation,  a  necessary  part  of  the 
rural  electrification  program.  It  is  aware  of 
the  beneficial  effect  which  the  operation  of 
these  facilities  has  had  in  reducing  whole¬ 
sale  power  costs  for  the  distribution  coopera¬ 
tives  serving  the  thin  rural  areas.  It  recog¬ 
nizes  the  need  for  “heavying  up”  generation 
and  transmission  facilities,  as  well  as  dis¬ 
tribution  facilities,  to  enable  power-type  co¬ 
operatives  to  meet  their  power  supply  obliga¬ 
tions  to  their  members  and  honor  their  com¬ 
mitments  to  other  electric  power  sysems 
where  they  are  working  together  in  power 
pools.  It  acknowledges  the  Importance  of 
having  financing  available  for  such  facilities 
where  distribution  systems  find  it  necessary 
to  escape  from  unreasonable  or  damaging 
conditions  sometimes  imposed  by  unfriendly 
power  suppliers. 

That  language  recognizes  that  in  some 
areas  and  in  some  instances  distribu¬ 
tion  and  generation  facilities  are  re¬ 
quired  by  power  supply  co-ops  to  meet 
the  commitments  they  have  to  a  power 
pool  in  which  very  frequently  the  private 
power  utility  organizations  are  also  a 
part.  It  enables  them  to  cooperate  better 
for  improved  electrical  service  for  all 
concerned. 

It  is  recognized  that  they  also  find 
themselves  at  times  in  a  competitive  posi¬ 
tion  against  a  private  power  supplier  in 
trying  to  bid  for  business,  so  it  also  at 
times  gives  them  a  better  competitive 
position. 

I  have  read  one  paragraph  from  the 
Senate  report  language.  However,  to  be 
sure  that  nothing  is  left  out  and  that  it 
is  not  out  of  context,  and  that  the  entire 
matter  is  before  the  reading  public  and 
the  administrators  of  the  REA,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  all  four  para¬ 
graphs  of  our  committee  report  language 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  para¬ 
graphs  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  committee  recommends  new  loan  au¬ 
thorization  of  $329  million  for  the  electrifica¬ 
tion  program  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  This 
amount,  together  with  an  estimated  carry¬ 
over  of  $41  million  will  provide  a  program 
level  of  $370  million  as  compared  to  the  level 
of  $391  million  approved  last  year  but  sub¬ 
sequently  reduced  to  $350  million  pursuant 
to  Public  Law  90-218. 

The  amount  recommended  is  $25  million 
over  the  House  bill  and  the  estimate,  and  $15 
million  over  the  new  authorization  provided 
last  year.  Under  the  committee  recommen¬ 
dation,  no  reserve  authorization  is  provided. 

The  committee  recognizes  that  generation 
and  transmission  facilities  are,  in  many  rural 
areas  of  the  Nation,  a  necessary  part  of  the 
rui'al  electrification  program.  It  is  aware  of 
the  beneficial  effect  which  the  operation  of 
these  facilities  has  had  in  reducing  whole¬ 
sale  power  costs  for  the  distribution  coopera¬ 
tives  serving  the  thin  rural  areas.  It  recog¬ 
nizes  the  need  for  "heavying  up”  generation 
and  transmission  facilities,  as  well  as  dis¬ 
tribution  facilities,  to  enable  power-type  co¬ 
operatives  to  meet  their  power  supply  obli¬ 
gations  to  their  members  and  honor  their 
commitments  to  other  electric  power  systems 
where  they  are  working  together  in  power 
pools.  It  acknowledges  the  Importance  of 
having  financing  available  for  such  facilities 
where  distribution  systems  find  it  necessary 
to  escape  from  unreasonable  or  damaging 
conditions  sometimes  Imposed  by  unfriendly 
power  suppliers. 

The  Administrator  has  advised  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  loan  level  for  electric  facili¬ 
ties  proposed  in  the  budget  request  will 
necessitate  the  deferment  of  some  loan  needs 
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which  would  normally  be  met  in  fiscal  year 
1969. 

The  committee  urges  the  Administrator  to 
screen  all  applications  for  loan  funds  with 
extraordinary  care  in  view  of  the  Nation’s 
need  for  practicing  the  maximum  economy 
in  fiscal  year  1969  to  insure  that  loan  funds 
will  be  available  to  finance  those  facilities, 
including  generation  and  transmission,  which 
cannot  be  delayed  without  causing  serious 
and  lasting  damage  to  existing  rural  electric 
systems  and  the  economy  and  eifectiveness  of 
their  operations. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
glad  that  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  has  made  that  point.  The  wording 
incorporated  in  the  statement  of  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  was 
only  a  repetition  of  a  portion  of  the  re¬ 
port  on  the  House  bill  and  was  so  stated. 
The  wording  that  has  been  placed  in  the 
Record  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  is  a  repetition  of  the 
wording  contained  in  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  report  to  which  the  committee 
is  committed. 

I  am  glad  that  language  has  been  in¬ 
corporated  in  the  Record  at  this  time. 

Mr.  MTJNDT.  Mr.  President,  at  this 
time  I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Florida  for  helping  to  compile  that 
language  in  the  Senate  report.  There 
have  been  times  when  our  distinguished 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Florida,  has 
been  unjustly  criticized  by  certain  groups 
in  the  REA  for  being,  in  their  opinion, 
antagonistic  to  this  particular  kind  of 
REA  service.  Certainly  the  proof  of  the 
pudding  is  in  the  eating  or  in  the  reading 
thereof.  This  demonstrates  the  Senator’s 
battle  to  keep  this  matter  in  proper  bal¬ 
ance. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
never  been  enthusiastic  about  G.  &  T. 
loans  if  there  is  any  possibility  at  all  of 
utilizing  commercially  produced  power. 

I  have  frequently  expressed  myself  on 
that  subject.  However,  I  have  never  been 
willing  to  remove  from  the  REA  orga¬ 
nizations  the  opportunity  to  avail  them¬ 
selves  of  this  particular  type  of  loan  in 
the  event  that  they  would  have  to  do 
so  as  a  matter  of  protecting  their  right 
to  exist  and  grow  and  prosper. 

Unless  there  are  questions  on  the  part 
of  Members  regarding  the  items  em¬ 
bodied  in  the  conference  report,  I  will 
ask  that  it  be  adopted  at  this  point  after 
which  the  amendments  in  disagreement 
will  be  reported.  When  amendment  N^o. 
25  is  reported — that  is  one  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  to  be  reported  in  technical  dis¬ 
agreement  and  the  one  that  deals  with 
section  32  provisions — before  we  move 
to  concur  in  the  House  amendment  to 
the  Senate  amendment  on  No.  25,  I  will 
discuss  the  full  fimding  of  the  school 
lunch  and  special  feeding  programs.  ' 

Mr.  President,  I  move  the  adoption  of 
the  conference  report. 

The  PRESSING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  speaking 
for  the  Republican  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  for  the  Republican  members 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee,  we 
thoroughly  approve  of  the  adoption  of 
the  conference  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 


tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  Pi’esident,  I  am 
glad  to  reiterate  a  statement  made  in 
the  beginning  of  my  report  that  I  was 
happy  to  have  the  Senate  know  that  all 
Senate  conferees  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  had  agreed  to  the  report  and  had 
signed  it.  It  was  a  unanimous  report  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate  conferees. 

I  am  happy  also  to  report  that  it  was 
a  unanimous  report  on  the  part  of  the 

TTmiQp  pnTi'fpi’PPcs 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  before 
the  Senate  a  message  from  the  House  of 
Representatives  announcing  its  action 
on  certain  amendments  of  the  Senate  to 
House  bill  16913,  which  was  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  amendment  of  the  Senate 
numbered  13,  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and  concur 
therein. 

Resolved,  That  the  Hoiise  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  14,  and  concur  therein  with 
an  amendment,  as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  projKised  in  said  amend¬ 
ment,  insert  " $57 ,220,000" . 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  19,  and  concur  therein  with 
an  amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  in  said  amend¬ 
ment,  insert  "$116,264,500”. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  24,  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend¬ 
ment,  insert  "$1,000,000". 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  25,  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows : 

Restore  the  matter  stricken,  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“removal  op  surplus  agricultural 
COMMODITIES 
“(SECTION  32) 

“Funds  available  under  section  32  of  the 
Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612(c)  shall 
be  used  only  for  commodity  program  ex¬ 
penses  as  authorized  therein,  and  other  re¬ 
lated  operating  expenses,  except  for  (1) 
transfers  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
as  authorized  by  the  Pish  and  Wildlife  Act 
of  August  8,  1956;  (2)  transfers  otherwise 
provided  in  this  Act;  (3)  not  more  than 
$2,950,000  for  formulation  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  marketing  agreements  and  orders 
pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1961;  and  (4)  not  more 
than  $45,000,000  (including  not  to  exceed 
$1,000,000  for  State  administrative  ex¬ 
penses)  for  (a)  child  feeding  programs  and 
nutritional  programs  authorized  by  law  in 
the  School  Lunch  Act  and  the  Child  Nutri¬ 
tion  Act,  as  amended,  and  (b)  additional 
direct  distribution  or  other  programs,  with¬ 
out  regard  to  whether  such  area  is  under 
the  food  stamp  program  or  a  system  of 
direct  distribution,  to  provide,  in  the  im¬ 
mediate  vicinity  of  their  place  of  perma¬ 
nent  residence,  either  directly  or  through  a 
State  or  local  welfare  agency,  an  adequate 
diet  to  other  needy  children  and  low-income 
persons  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  be  suffering,  through  no  fault  of 
their  own,  from  general  and  continued  hun¬ 
ger  resulting  from  insufficient  food:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  in  making  such  determinations. 


the  Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration 
the  age;  Income;  location  and  income  of 
parents,  if  a  minor;  and  employability.” 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  40,  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows : 

Restore  the  matter  stricken,  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  “.  Hereafter,  farmer  appli¬ 
cants  for  direct  or  insured  rural  housing 
loans  shall  be  required  to  provide  only  such 
collateral  security  as  is  required  of  owners 
of  nonfarm  tracts.” 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  six 
amendments  are  reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment.  Since  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
problem  concerning  them  or  any  neces¬ 
sity  for  explanation,  I  first  request  that 
amendments  numbered  13,  14,  19,  and  24 
be  reported  en  bloc  and  I  will  move  that 
the  Senate  recede  and  concur  on  them. 
Then  when  amendment  numbered  25, 
dealing  with  the  section  32  provisions, 
is  reported,  I  will  make  a  brief  state¬ 
ment  before  moving  that  the  Senate 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  House 
to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

I  make  this  statement  because  I  real¬ 
ize  that  there  is  very  great  interest  and 
concern  in  the  subject  matter  of  amend¬ 
ment  No.  25. 

I  now  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
Amendments  numbered  13,  14,  19,  and 
24  be  reported  and  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  amend¬ 
ments  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  amendment  of  the  Senate 
numbered  13,  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and  con¬ 
cur  therein. 

Resolved,  That  the  Ho,use  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  14,  and  concur  therein  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  in  said  amend¬ 
ment,  insert  "$57,220,000”. 

Resolved,  ^at  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  19,  and  concur  therein  with 
an  amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  in  said  amend¬ 
ment,  insert  "$116,264,500". 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  24,  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend¬ 
ment,  insert  "$1,000,000”. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  recede  and  concur  in 
amendments  Nos.  13,  14,  19,  and  24. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  amendment  No.  25  be  reported,  and 
I  would  like  then  to  make  a  brief  state¬ 
ment  about  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  25,  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows  : 
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Restore  the  matter  stricken,  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“removal  op  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  “(section  32) 

"Funds  available  under  section  32  of  the 
Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  shall 
be  used  only  for  commodity  program  ex¬ 
penses  as  authorized  therein,  and  other  re¬ 
lated  operating  expenses,  except  for  (1) 
transfers  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
as  authorized  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of 
August  8,  1956;  (2)  transfers  provided  in  this 
Act;  (3)  not  more  than  $2,950,000  for  formu¬ 
lation  and  administration  of  marketing 
agreements  and  orders  pursuant  to  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as 
amended,  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961; 
and  (4)  not  more  than  $45,000,000  (including 
not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  for  State  administra¬ 
tive  expenses)  for  (a)  child  feeding  pro¬ 
grams  and  nutritionai  programs  authorized 
by  law  in  the  School  Lunch  Act  and  the  Child 
Nutrition  Act,  as  amended;  and  (b)  addition¬ 
al  direct  distribution  or  otl>er  programs, 
without  regard  to  whether  such  area  is  under 
the  food  stamp  program  or  a  system  of  direct 
distribution,  to  provide,,  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  their  place  of  permanent  resi¬ 
dence.  either  directly  or  through  a  State  or 
local  welfare  agency,  an  adequate  diet  to 
other  needy  children  and  low-income  per¬ 
sons  determined  by  the  Sectetary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  be  suffering,  through  no  fault  of 
their  own,  from  general  and  continued 
hunger  resulting  from  insufficient  food : 
Provided,  That  in  making  such  determina¬ 
tions,  tile  Secretary  shall  take  into  consider¬ 
ation  the  age;  income;  location  and  income 
of  parents,  if  a  minor;  and  employability.” 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  Chair  puts  the  question,  I  would 
like  to  make  a  brief  explanation  of  the 
amendment  which  deals  with  the  school 
limch  and  special  feeding  programs. 

The  conference  agreement  and  amend¬ 
ment  No.  25,  as  recommended,  provide  a 
total  funding  in  this  bill  of  $287,799,000 


as  follows: 

cash  payments  to  States _ $162,  097,  000 

Special  cash  assistance  (section 

11)  _  10,000,000 

Pilot  school  breakfast  program  3,  500,  000 
Nonfood  assistanoe  (equip¬ 
ment)  _  750, 000 

Operating  expenses _  2, 127,  000 


Total  appropriation _  178,  474,  000 


TRANSFERS  FROM  SECTION  32 

Section  6  food  purchases  (pro¬ 
vided  for  by  Appropriation 


Act)  _  64,  325,  000 

New  feeding  programs  (amend¬ 
ment  No.  25) _  45,  000,  000 

Total  transfers _  109,  325,  000 

Total  available _  287,  799,  000 


In  dealing  with  the  school  lunch 
amendments,  the  House  conferees  in¬ 
sisted  that  the  Senate  yield  to  them  on 
the  increase  made  by  that  body  over  the 
estimate  for  cash  payments  to  schools 
under  the  regular  lunch  program,  and 
declined  to  yield  to  the  Senate  on  its 
increases  for  special  programs.  In  the 
final  conference,  the  Senate  conferees 
agreed  to  a  $5  million  increase  over  the 
Senate  figure  on  the  regular  formula 
funds,  and  the  House  then  yielded  to  the 
Senate  on  the  $5  million  it  had  added 
over  the  House  for  section  11,  thereby 
retaining  $10  million  for  this  program. 

This  $5  million  retained  in  conference, 
together  with  the  additional  language  in 


the  pending  amendment  (No.  25),  pro¬ 
viding  for  $45  million  to  be  used  at  the 
discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
out  of  section  32  funds,  for  special  child 
feeding  and  nutritional  programs  for 
needy  children  from  low -income  families, 
provided  $50  million  for  meeting  these 
special  objectives  which  are  in  addition 
to  the  regular  school  lunch  program. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  school 
hmch  and  feeding  programs  receive  $104 
million,  not  mentioned  in  this  tabula¬ 
tion,  for  the  special  mUk  program,  and 
donations  from  section  32  and  section 
416  should  approximate  another  $250 
million.  I  should  say  that  that  has  to  be 
an  approximation,  because  no  one  can 
tell  at  the  beginning  of  a  year  what  will 
be  the  purchases  of  siuplus  commodi¬ 
ties  out  of  section  32  funds  or  what  will 
be  the  amount  of  surplus  foods  imder 
section  416  in  the  custody  of  CCC  which 
can  be  donated  to  the  school  lunch 
program. 

Also  available  in  1969  is  $10  million  for 
the  new  special  assistance  feeding  pro¬ 
gram  for  day  care  centers  approved  in 
the  last  supplemental  for  1968. 

The  Federal  contributions  for  lunch 
and  Special  assistance  for  children  thus 
total  about  $651,799,000,  and  the 
amounts  especially  set  forth  for  special 
assistance  and  feeing  programs  repre¬ 
sent  a  total  increase  over  the  1968  act  of 
$60  million. 

I  will  yield  for  questions  or  comments. 

Mr.  President  [Mr.  Tydings  in  the 
chair],  I  have  made  these  comments  on 
the  details  of  these  feeding  programs 
because  they  are,  of  course,  of  great  con¬ 
cern  to  Members  of  the  Senate  and  of 
the  House  and  to  the  general  public. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HART.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Florida. 

Mr.  President,  perhaps  I  should  state 
the  remark  that  normally  would  be  the 
concluding  remark  in  the  series  of  ex¬ 
changes  that  we  wlU  have.  For  those  of 
us  in  the  Senate  who  have  over  a  period 
of  months — several  years  now — devel¬ 
oped  increasing  concern  that  we  respond 
just  as  effectively  as  our  resources  per¬ 
mit  to  the  needs  of  children  in  this  coun¬ 
try  who,  for  one  reason  or  another,  by 
all  objective  standards,  can  be  labeled 
as  getting  a  deficient  nutritional  intake, 
I  wish  to  thank  the  able  Senator  from 
Florida  for  waging  what  I  suspect  was 
not  a  very  easy  battle  in  the  conference. 

Smely,  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Javits],  for  example,  who  spent 
hours  supporting  this  effort,  would  want 
me  to  voice  that  appreciation,  also.  I 
know  that  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse]  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Clark]  equally  were  con¬ 
cerned.  All  of  us  will  continue  to  have 
this  concern. 

I  believe  that  the  Initial  steps — which 
are  not  insubstantial — reflected  in  the 
report  now  before  the  Senate  promise 
a  brighter  day  for  a  great  many  children 
in  this  coimtry  who  live,  unhappily,  al¬ 
most  in  darkness. 

So  I  rise,  first  of  all,  to  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  grateful  for  that 
expression. 
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No  one  has  been  more  active  in  this 
general  group  of  objectives,  which  really 
is  one — that  is,  to  feed  poorly  fed  chil¬ 
dren,  and  grownups  also,  but  especially 
children  who  are  suffering  from  nutri¬ 
tional  deficiency — than  has  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Javits],  who  unfortunately  was  called 
elsewhere  this  afternoon,  was,  of  course, 
very  instrumental  in  the  offering  and 
successful  handling  of  the  amendment 
which  brought  about  amendment  25  in 
the  conference  report,  which  is  now  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate. 

I  recall  that  the  senior  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark]  was  very  ac¬ 
tive  in  that  effort. 

I  recall,  also,  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  frtrni  Or^on  expressed  great  in¬ 
terest.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  have  been 
able  to  discuss  the  matter  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon,  the  Senator  from  New 
York,  and  the  Senator  from  Michigan. 
I  have  not  been  able,  because  of  his  ab¬ 
sence,  to  discuss  the  matter  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Seijator  from  Pennsylvania. 
But  I  want  the  Record  to  show  the  very 
active  interest  which  all  of  the  Senators 
mentioned — and  others — ^have  exhibited 
in  this  matter. 

So  I  believe  we  all  have  some  reason 
to  feel  good  about  this  matter,  and  I  am 
grateful  to  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
for  his  most  gracious  comment. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  may  I  at¬ 
tempt  at  this  point,  with  leave  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida,  to  summarize  the 
progress  that  has  been  made  in  the  area 
of  our  concern? 

When  this  exchange  concludes,  I  would 
ask  unanimous  consent — ^tf  the  figures  I 
shall  raise  with  the  Senator  from  Florida 
are  confirmed  by  him — ^to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  a  table  reflecting  the 
figures. 

The  PRESIDING  OFPHJER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Special  feeding  and  nutrition  programs 


1968  Appropriation  Act _  $9,  250,  000 

1969  estimates  _  24,  800,  000 

House  bill,  1969 _  9,  250,  000 

Senate  bill,  1969— _  18,500,000 


Conference  agreement,  1969 _  14,  250,  000 

Additional  section  32  transfer, 

1969  _  45,  000,  000 


Total  available,  1969 _  59,  250,  000 


Compared  to  1968  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act  _  +50,  000,  000 

Compared  to  1969  estimates _ +34,450,000 

Compared  to  House  bill,  1969 _ +50,  000,  000 

Compared  to  Senate  bill,  1969_  +40,  750,  000 


2d  supplemental  1968  (avail¬ 
able  in  1969 — special  food 
service  program  for  children  10,  000,  000 


Total  available,  1969 _  69,  250,  000 

In  summary  appropriations  available  in 
1969,  and  transfers  for  special  feeding  as¬ 
sistance  programs  are  $60  million  over  the 
1968  Appropriation  Act. 

Mr.  HART.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  the  regular  1968  appropriation  for 
special  feeding  and  nutritional  pro¬ 
grams,  the  area  of  very  intense  concern 
of  the  Senators  named  by  the  Senator 
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from  Florida,  started  at  a  figure  of  $9  Vi 
million. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  believe  that  is  cor¬ 
rect.  It  was  $5  million  under  section  11, 
$3.5  million  imder  the  special  pilot 
breakfast  program,  and  $750,000  for 
nonfood  assistance,  to  buy  refrigerators, 
stoves,  and  other  equipment  for  school 
districts  that  simply  were  without  means 
to  equip  themselves  to  handle  any  lunch 
program. 

Mr.  HART.  This  was  my  miderstand- 
ing. 

And  the  estimate  for  1969  was  in  the 
amoimt  of  $24.8  million.  The  House  bill 
for  1969  provided  $9Vi  million,  and  the 
Senate  bill,  for  fiscal  1969,  carried  the 
amount  of  $18,500,000.  The  conference 
figure  produced  a  figure  of  $14,250,000. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  correct 
on  all  of  these  items.  I  regret  that  we 
were  not  able  to  hold  in  conference  the 
increase  in  the  appropriation  for  the 
breakfast  program,  which,  as  I  recall, 
was  $3  million,  and  the  $1,250,000  in¬ 
crease  imder  the  equipment  program, 
which  account  for  the  difference  between 
the  Senate  bill  content  of  $18,500,000  for 
the  special  food  and  nutrition  programs 
and  the  amount  for  those  programs  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  conference  agreement, 
which  is  $14,250,000. 

Mr.  HART.  It  will  not  suiTirise  the 
Senator  from  Florida  nor,  I  hope,  distui’b 
him  to  add  that  those  associated  with 
me  in  this  effort  will  continue  our  efforts 
to  persuade  our  colleagues  to  the  higher 
figure,  and  beyond,  if  that  becomes 
necessary. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  attitude,  the  con¬ 
duct,  and  the  aggressive  activities  of  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  and  other  Sena¬ 
tors  who  have  worked  with  him,  not  only 
this  year  but  for  several  years,  compel  me 
to  believe  that  there  will  be  no  stoppage 
on  that  road  on  his  part  or  on  the  part  of 
other  Senators. 

Mr.  HART.  It  is  to  the  great  credit  of 
the  Senator  from  Florida  that  notwith¬ 
standing  our  persistence  and,  on  occa¬ 
sions,  I  suppose,  almost  our  annoying 
pursuit  of  him,  he  has  not  weakened  his 
effort  in  conference  to  hold  to  the  higher 
figure. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  has  never  annoyed  me,  because 
he  has  always  been  most  courteous.  I 
want  the  Record  to  show  that. 

Mr.  HART.  The  able  Senator  from 
Florida  did  report  the  addition,  through 
the  section  32  transfer,  of  $45  million, 
thus  producing  a  sum  available  in  this 
bill  of  $59,250,000.  I  think  we  ought  to 
compare  these  figures,  since  we  have 
established  the  validity  of  them,  with 
certain  markings  that  indicate  the  prog¬ 
ress  that  is  reflected  in  the  figures. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  believe  the  total  fig¬ 
ure  is  $69,250,000. 

Mr.  HART.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Florida  has  in  mind  an  additional  $10 
million  which  could  be  reflected,  as  he 
suggests;  but  in  the  tabulation  I  have  in 
hand  it  is  carried  on  a  later  line.  I  think 
that  together  we  will  be  able  to  make 
clear  the  total,  whether  we.  handle  it  now 
or  later. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  is  correct.  The  $10  million 
which  he  is  talking  about  now  was  made 
available  under  the  second  supplemental 
appropriation  bill  for  1968,  but  it  is 
available  for  this  year. 

Mr.  HART.  That  is  correct.  Using, 
now,  the  $59,250,000  figure  and  compar¬ 
ing  it  with  the  1968  Act,  the  increase  over 
the  1968  act  is  $50  million.  When  we 
compare  it  with  the  estimate,  it  is  an 
increase  of  $34,450,000.  In  other  words, 
using  another  comparison,  it  is  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $50  million  when  we  compare 
it  with  the  House  figure,  and  an  increase 
of  $40,750,000  when  it  is  compared  with 
the  Senate  figure. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  have  not  had  a 
chance  to  follow  the  computations,  but 
the  figures  stated  by  the  Senator  as  basic 
are  correct  and  the  arithmetic  he  cited 
I  am  sure  is  also  correct,  although  I 
have  not  had  a  chance  to  check  it. 

Mr.  HART.  I  have  confidence  it  is 
correct.  The  Senator  from  Florida  al¬ 
ready  referred  to  our  action  of  some 
weeks  ago  which  the  conference  settled 
on  just  a  few  days  ago,  which  provided, 
as  a  result  of  the  second  supplemental, 
an  additional  $10  million.  I  imderstand 
the  conference  by  technical  amendment 
did  assure  that  $10  million  would  be 
available  for  1969  uses  for  special  food 
service  programs. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  correct;  the 
$10  million  is  available  ddring  fiscal  1969. 

Mr.  HART.  Therefore,  we  have  the 
figure  of  total  availability  for  fiscal  1969 
of  $69,250,000  which,  as  the  able  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  reported  a  few  mo¬ 
ments  ago,  shows  that  there  is  an  in¬ 
crease  when  we  have  in  mind  the  $10 
million  that  the  second  supplemental 
provided  for  1969  over  1968  of  $60  mil¬ 
lion.  It  is  for  this  reason,  of  course,  if 
the  Senator  confirms  that  figure,  that  I 
rise  to  thank  him. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  certainly 
correctly  stated  the  matter.  To  accen¬ 
tuate  what  the  Senator  said  this  has  no 
relation  to  the  regular  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  This  has  to  do  only  with  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  special  feeding  and  nutri¬ 
tion  program  for  the  poverty  stricken 
people  and  particularly  to  poverty- 
striken  children  of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  briefly? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
reiterate  our  appreciation.  We  regard 
this  as  the  taking  of  some  initial  steps 
and  we  will  persist  so  long  as  there  are 
children  whom  medical  authorities  in¬ 
dicate  are  not  adequately  provided  for 
in  terms  of  nutritional  meals  until  that 
sad  aspect  of  our  social  face  is  removed. 
But  we  are  grateful. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator.  I  must  say  I  think  we 
have  completely  fulfilled  the  commit¬ 
ment  made  by  the  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  and  the  Senator  from  Florida  at 
the  time  of  the  recent  agreement  on 
the  higher  education  bill  under  which 
it  was  agreed  if  this  $50  million  could  be 


secured  in  this  conference  report  as 
available  funds  for  use  in  these  special 
feeding  programs  in  fiscal  1969,  that  the 
^Senator  from  Oregon,  as  chairman  of  the 
conference  for  the  Senate  had  agreed  he 
would  drop  the  Senate  committee  bill 
covering  this  subject,  which  was  for  a  $50 
million  appropriation  for  each  of  2  years, 
1969  and  1970,  and  which  was  added  to 
the  higher  education  bill  as  an  amend¬ 
ment  at  the  time  of  that  debate. 

Mr.  President,  unless  there  are  further 
comments,  I  move  the  adoption  of 
amendment  No.  25. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Tydings  in  the  chair) .  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  amendment  No.  25.  [Putting 
the  question.] 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  one  further  amendment.  No.  40,  which 
I  ask  to  have  stated  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  Its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  40,  to  the  aforesaid  bill, 
and  concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows : 

Restore  the  matter  stricken,  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

“Hereafter,  farmer  applicants  for  direct  or 
insured  rural  housing  loans  shall  be  required 
to  provide  only  such  collateral  security  as  is 
required  of  owners  of  nonfarm  tracts.” 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  without 
discussion,  because  I  know  of  no  differ¬ 
ence  of  opinion  on  this  matter,  I  ask 
that  the  amendment  be  adopted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  amendment 
No.  40.  [Putting  the  question.] 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  that 
ends  the  adoption  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port  and  the  amendments  reported  in 
technical  disagreement. 

However,  I  wish  to  make  two  addi¬ 
tional  comments.  First,  my  distinguished 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Hruska],  who  is  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  which  handles  Agriculture 
appropriations,  was  imable  to  be  here 
this  afternoon.  I  wish  to  express  my 
deep  appreciation  to  him  for  his  very 
active  and  helpful  assistance  on  the 
handling  of  this  bill  through  hearings, 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  in  conference, 
and  at  all  stages. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  a  comparative 
table  showing  the  1968  appropriations 
which  have  been  adjusted  to  reflect 
changes  resulting  from  the  passage  of 
Public  Law  90-392,  the  Supplemental 
Appropriations  Act  for  fiscal  year  1969. 
This  table  also  shows  the  1969  budget 
estimate,  the  amoimts  appropriated  in 
the  Senate  and  House  bills,  the  confer¬ 
ence  allowances  and  comparisons  with 
the  above  mentioned  items. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 
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Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President.  I 
appreciate  the  colloquy  between  Senator 
Mundt  and  Senator  Holland  concerning 
the  REA  appropriation  for  generation 
and  transmission  loans.  I  offered  the  fol¬ 
lowing  langauge  for  the  Senate  report 
and  it  was  reported  in  the  Senate  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  Report  No.  1138, 
at  page  29: 

The  committee  recognizes  that  generation 
and  transmission  facilities  are.  in  many  rural 
areas  of  the  Nation,  a  necessary  part  of  the 
rural  electriflcation  program.  It  is  aware  of 
the  beneficial  effect  which  the  operation  of 
these  facilities  has  had  in  reducing  whole¬ 
sale  pKJwer  costs  for  the  distribution  co¬ 
operatives  serving  the  thin  rural  areas.  It 
recognizes  the  need  for  “heavylng  up”  gen¬ 
eration  and  transmission  facilities,  as  well 
as  distribution  facilities,  to  enable  power- 
type  cooperatives  to  meet  their  power  supply 
obligatkms  to  their  members  and  honor  their 
commitments  to  other  electric  power  systems 
where  they  are  working  together  in  power 
pools.  It  acknowledges  the  importance  of 
having  financing  available  for  such  facili¬ 
ties  where  distribution  systems  find  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  escape  from  unreasonable  or  damag¬ 
ing  conditions  sometimes  imposed  by  un¬ 
friendly  power  suppliers. 

The  Administrator  has  advised  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  loan  level  for  electric  fa¬ 
cilities  proptosed  in  the  budget  request  will 
necessitate  the  deferment  of  some  loan  needs 
which  would  normally  be  met  in  fiscal  year 
1969. 

The  committee  urges  the  Administrator  to 
screen  all  applications  for  loan  funds  with 
extraordinary  care  in  view  of  the  Nation’s 
need  for  practicing  the  maximum  economy 
in  fiscal  year  1969  to  insure  that  loan  funds! 
will  be  available  to  finance  those  facilities,  1 
including  generation  and  transmission,  1 
which  cannot  be  delayed  without  causing  \ 
serious  and  lasting  damage  to  existing  rural 
electric  systems  and  the  economy  and  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  their  operations. 

The  colloquy  between  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida  and  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota  was 
to  the  effect  that  the  language  of  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  is  still 
in  full  force  and  effect.  I  wish  to  asso¬ 
ciate  myself  with  this  colloquy  reempha¬ 
sizing  that  the  right  of  the  REA  to  loan 
money  for  the  purpose  of  building  gen¬ 
erating  plants  and  transmission  lines  has 
not  been  stopped  or  defeated  by  the 
House  language. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  while  I 
and  many  of  my  colleagues  would  have 
hoped  for  a  good  deal  more,  I  feel  that 
this  conference  report  reflects  a  very 
material  gain  for  us  in  our  efforts  to  feed 
the  hungry  of  this  Nation.  Depending  on 
how  the  figures  are  calculated,  the  con¬ 
ferees  have  come  out  with  an  increase 
of  $45  or  $50  million  in  new  funds  to  feed 
needy  persons.  I  believe  that  the  amount 
which  the  conferees  reported  over  and 
above  the  Senate-passed  appropriation 
is  properly  calculated  at  $45  million,  and 
we  had  thought  that  $50  million  would  be 
forthcoming.  I  think  it  is  most  regretta¬ 
ble  that  the  last  $5  million  could  not  be 
gained,  but  I  recognize  that  there  has 
been  a  substantial  increase. 

It  is  my  understanding  from  members 
of  the  committee  staff,  and  I  believe  this 
to  be  Senator  Holland’s  understanding 
as  well,  that  this  extra  $45  million  is 
solely  for  use  in  connection  with  needy 
persons — that  it  is  not  to  be  dispersed. 


for  example,  throughout  the  regular 
school  limch  program  where  it  might  go 
to  subsidize  costs  for  children  who  can 
afford  to  pay.  Second,  by  way  of  legisla¬ 
tive  history,  I  imderstand  further  that 
this  $45  million  does  not  include  the  cost 
of  surplus  foods  that  might  be  used  in 
connection  with  the  school  limch  or 
other  programs,  which  the  Secretary  has 
the  general  authority  to  acquire  and 
make  available  with  section  32  funds. 
The  $45  million  is  to  be  supplemented 
with  these  surplus  commodities. 

I  wish  to  make  clear  that  I  feel  that 
the  conferees  have  in  substance  fulfilled 
our  expectations  on  this  matter,  and  that 
I  will  consent  to  an  agreement  by  the 
Senate  conferees  on  the  vocational  edu¬ 
cation  bill  to  drop  from  that  bill  the  $50 
million  for  fiscal  1969  for  the  school 
lunch  program  added  by  my  amendment 
on  the  floor.  I  do  not  feel  that  the  $50 
million  added  to  that  bill  for  school  lunch 
for  fiscal  year  1970  is  encompassed  by 
what  the  conferees  on  the  Agriculture 
appropriations  have  done,  so  I  believe  I 
remain  free  to  treat  that  as  a  separate 
matter.  Moreover,  I  will  pursue  in  the 
conference  on  the  vocational  education 
bill  the  effort  to  pass  the  measure  to 
strengthen  the  School  Lunch  Act;  name¬ 
ly,  that  portion  of  my  amendment  which 
incorporated  the  provisions  of  H.R.  17873. 
That  Agriculture  Committee  reported  the 
bill,  and  I  believe  we  should' move  for¬ 
ward  on  it  as  soon  as  possible. 

Let  me  also  say  that  the  reinsertion 
into  the  agriculture  appropriation  bill  of 
the  language  on  section  32  funds  which 
the  Senate,  pursuant  to  my  amendment, 
had  agreed  to  strike,  should  in  no  way 
be  taken  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  indicate  that  that  language  limits  his 
discretion  in  the  use  of  those  funds.  The 
deletion  and  subsequent  reinsertion  of 
that  language  neutralize  each  other  as 
far  as  legislative  history  is  concerned, 
.^iid  we  return  to  the  status  quo  ante.  I 
still  firmly  believe  that  the  Secretary  is 
free  to  use  those  funds  to  feed  the  needy 
throughout  this  country,  and  I  will  con-, 
tinue  to  press  this  view. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
tend  to  call  up  next,  at  the  request  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Arizona, 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations,  a  continuing  resolution. 
However,  since  I  wish  to  have  certain 
Senators  in  the  Chamber  when  I  call  up 
the  continuing  resolution,  I  now  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

' 

-  _ 1 

POSTAL  ASSAULTS  AND  POSTAL 
SERVICES  CURTAILMENTS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  15387)  to  amend  title 
39,  United  States  Code,  to  provide  for 
disciplinary  action  against  employees  of 
the  postal  field  service  who  assault  other 


employees  in  such  service  in  the  per¬ 
formance  of  official  duties,  and  for ^her 
purposes.  / 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  PresidenyU  want 
to  talk  about  the  pending  bilVand  take 
a  minute  or  two  to  talk  abc^  the  issue 
which  I  consider  to  be  of  h^ic  national 
importance — that  is,  ourypostal  service. 

I  congratulate  the  cjrfairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  and  Civil  Serv¬ 

ice  the  Senator  frg^  Oklahoma  ^Mr. 
Monroney]  for  aiyexcellent  statement 
which  is  clear  an^ concise.  He  spoke  of 
why  the  restric^n  on  the  number  of 
postal  employ^  must  be  acted  upon  by 
the  Senate,  ^d  by  Congress,  or,  other¬ 
wise,  we  wijjmave  what  will  be  equivalent 
to  a  natioam  disaster. 

Right /now  we  see  in  our  neighbor  to 
the  ncmh  a  postal  strike — ^which  is  crip- 
pling/ihe  economic  life  of  that  country. 

j^ew  years  ago  we  had  a  breakdown 
o^ostal  service  in  Chicago  that  dealt  a 
^avy  blow  to  the  economy  of  many 
ilrms  throughout  the  Nation. 

I  think  every  citizen  should  be  con¬ 
cerned  with  action  designed  to  improve 
mail  service. 

Certainly,  the  country  can  neither 
tolerate  nor  afford  policies  which,  by 
accident  or  design,  will  not  only  make 
more  difficult  the  achievement  of  better 
mail  service,  but  will  actually  cause  a 
shaiqi  deterioration  of  that  service. 

This  is  a  first-class  country,  and  de¬ 
serves  first-class  mail  service. 

There  are  certain  activities,  whether 
of  the  human  body  or  of  a  business  or 
government  organization,  which  may  be 
considered  primary. 

One  may  help  a  sick  person  recover 
by  limiting  his  activity,  but  limiting  the 
flow  of  blood  from  his  heart  would  do 
him  great  injury. 

One  may  help  a  business  by  post¬ 
poning  certain  new  activities,  but  one 
would  only  hurt  the  business  by  closing 
down  its  outlets  or  refusing  it  raw  ma¬ 
terials. 

Similarly  with  Government — there  are 
certain  activities  that,  though  desirable, 
may  be  postponed  or  slowed.  There  are 
others  that  are  primary.  Certainly  the 
Founding  Fathers  thought  the  post  office 
was  such  an  activity,  for  other  than  the 
Defense  Establishment,  it  is  the  only  ex- 
eimtive  agency  specificafiy  provided  for 
in\he  Constitution. 

TIte  postal  service  is  not  the  kind  of 
activii^that  can  be  hindered  or  slowed — 
unless  are  willing  to  take  the  conse¬ 
quences.  \ 

The  post^sendce  is  not  some  kind  of 
drone  that  c^be  starved.  It  is  a  worker; 
it  contributesNto  the  economic  life  of 
the  Nation.  A  ^gorous  efficient  postal 
service  feeds  ecoiWiic  activity;  a  slug¬ 
gish,  inefficient  i^tal  service  would 
hinder  and  hurt  tl^  economy. 

I  am  sure,  if  the  \roper  economic 
studies  were  made,  we  \puld  find  that 
any  apparent  saving  froniya  deep  slash 
in  postal  service  would  in  n^t  cost  the 
economy  more  than  would  ^  saved  in 
the  Federal  budget.  \ 

For  some  savings  are  only  aroarent. 

The  factory  that  refuses  to  rwvide 
preventive  maintenance  may,  for  av^e, 
show  a  profit.  But,  eventually,  that 
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p\rent  profit  will  be  shown  to  be  an 
act'v<al  loss. 

Solution  201  of  Public  Law  90-364,  the 
tax  sm<charge  bill,  will  produce  some  ap¬ 
parent  ^vings — but  the  ultimate  result 
will  be  a  far  greater  cost  than  such  sav¬ 
ings  could  "'possibly  justify. 

I  want  to  'i9;;mphasize  a  point  that  has 
been  overlooked  and  obscured  about  this 
section  of  the  neMv  tax  law. 

This  section,  with  its  requirement  that 
Federal  personnel  xevels  be  reduced  to 
the  1966  levels,  has  hothing  whatever  to 
do  with  the  $6  billion''budget  reduction, 
the  price  the  President,  agreed  to  pay 
for  congressional  actiorryon  the  much 
needed  surcharge. 

I  am  not  speaking  now  \o  advocate 
any  favoritism  to  the  Departipent  con¬ 
cerning  this  cut. 

But  the  President,  in  mak^g  his 
“gentleman’s  agreement”  did  notNhare- 
see  that  the  Congress,  in  additiorN-in 
addition — to  the  $6  billion  cut  would 
quire  a  rollback  of  personnel  to  the  196? 
level. 

We  are  now  in  fiscal  1969.  Next  year 
we  will  be  in  fiscal  1970.  The  year  after 
that  1971. 

I  make  that  self-evident  statement,  be¬ 
cause  section  201  reminds  me  of  the 
lines  of  the  poet  Omar  Khayyam; 

The  moving  finger  writes;  and.  having  writ. 
Moves  on:  nor  all  thy  Piety  nor  Wit  Shall 
lure  it  back  to  cancel  half  a  line.  Nor  all 
they  Tears  wash  out  a  Word  of  it. 

Section  201  is  an  effort  to  cancel  time. 
It  is  constructed  without  concern  for 
agencies  that  must  respond  to  increasing 
population,  increasing  economic  activity, 
increasing  demand. 

The  Post  Office  is  such  an  agency.  It 
sees,  each  day,  more  and  more  demand 
upon  its  services.  Neither  piety,  nor  wit, 
nor  legislation  is  going  to  turn  back  the 
volume  of  mall  so  that  yesterday’s  work¬ 
force  can  handle  tomorrow’s  workload. 

Of  course,  we  can  ignore,  as  section 
201  ignores,  that  fact  of  life.  The  result 
will  be  what  logic  would  lead  us  to  con¬ 
clude — ^mail  service  will  deteriorate. 

I  have  calculated  a  simple  statistic  that 
places  this  whole  matter  in  perspective. 
In  1966,  the  Post  Office  Eiepartifient  procy 
essed  75.6  billion  pieces  of  mail.  T^ 
year,  conservative  estimates  show  a  yol- 
lune  of  84  billion  pieces.  This  is  ay  in¬ 
crease  of  8.4  billion  pieces — an  i^rease 
that  reflects  the  great  forward  yurge  of 
our  economy  and  our  rising  lypulation. 

Eight  point  four  billion  pi^s  of  mail 
is  more  mail  than  was  proyessed  in  the 
year  1902,  when  the  Post ^Office  Depart¬ 
ment  employed  some,  140000  persons. 

It  took  140,000  workors  then  to  process 
about  8  billion  pieces  m  mail. 

The  provision  of  me  Public  Law  that  I 
direct  your  atten^n  to  assumes  that  the 
same  amount  handled  by  140,000  em¬ 
ployees  in  190^an  be  handled  by  no  em¬ 
ployees  in  196 

This  provision  of  the  law,  in  short,  is 
not  designed  for  an  agency  such  as  the 
Post  O^e,  an  agency  that  cannot  post¬ 
pone  IK  workload. 

This  provision  of  the  law  was  based 
oi^ope  rather  than  fact. 

/This  provision  of  the  law  will  hurt  the 
.toail  service,  hurt  the  economy,  and  hurt 
the  American  people  who  have  just  been 
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given  a  $1  billion  increase  in  their  postal 
costs. 

This  provision  of  the  law  advances  the 
interests  of  no  one,  but  hurts  all. 

In  view  of  these  facts,  and  to  prevent 
serious  injury  to  the  postal  service  that 
affects  every  family  in  this  land,  I  ask 
you  to  consider  exempting  the  Post  Office 
Department  from  the  personnel  rollback 
provision  of  section  201  of  Public  Law 
90-364. 


CONTINUING  RESOLUTIONS,  1969 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  House 
Joint  Resolution  1420,  continuing  ap¬ 
propriations  until  September  30,  1968, 
was  passed  by  the  House  a  little  while 
ago. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  [Mr.  Hayden] 
was  given  unanimous  consent  by  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  during  a  meeting  this  morning,  at 
which  more  than  a  quorum  was  present, 
^to  call  up  this  matter  as  soon  as  it  was 
^ssed  by  the  House.  The  Senator  from/ 
Atizona  is  not  able  to  be  here  this  after 
no^,  because  he  is  tied  up  on  otMr, 
highly  important  Senate  business, /and 
has  a^ed  that  I  present  this  ma^rer  at 
this  tin« 

I  ask  that  the  House  messagy&overing 
House  Joi^  Resolution  1420  ye  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Sen^e. 

The  PRESIDING  OPFKfER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate\House  J/(fint  Resolution 
1420,  making  coitonui^  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  yeaXl969,  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  w^read  twice  by  its 
title. 

Mr.  HOLLAND^  Mr. president,  I  ask 
unanimous  con^nt  that  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  its  in^ediate  con^eration. 

The  PRESfoiNG  OFFICBR.  Is  there 
objection  Ur  the  present  consio^ration  of 
the  join^esolution? 

There/being  no  objection,  theNSenate 
proce^ed  to  consider  the  joint  m^oIu- 
tiorn 

fr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  all  this 
lySolution  does  is  change  the  terminatim 
late  of  the  existing  continuing  resolu-'' 
tion,  which  expires  July  31,  1968,  to  a 
new  date,  September  30,  1968.  This  will 
cover  the  period  of  the  conventions  and 
enough  time  thereafter  to  allow  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  take  action  on  the  remaining 
appropriation  bills,  we  hope,  before  the 
expiration  of  the  suggested  new  date, 
September  30,  1968. 

I  ask  that  the  joint  resolution  be 
passed. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
glad  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  as  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  joint  resolution,  it  would 
continue  the  appropriation  level  until 
September  30. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  MILLER.  All  of  us  in  the  Senate 
are  concerned  about  an  early  adjoiun- 
ment.  First,  we  were  hoping  for  an  ad¬ 
journment  before  the  conventions. 
Things  are  moving  along  pretty  rapidly. 
We  are  having  Saturday  sessions.  As  I 
vmderstand  it,  the  appropriations  are 
coming  along  pretty  well. 

I  must  say  that  I  cannot  understand 
why  this  has  to  go  on  until  September  30. 


I  would  think  we  might  try  to  exter 
this  date  to  September  15  and  then 
how  things  are,  but,  if  we  make  lyxhe 
30th,  we  are  foredoomed  then  imtU^ep- 
tember  30  for  an  adjournmer^  That 
seems  to  be  a  very  pessimisti^outlook. 

May  I  say  that  the  Semuor  from 
Iowa  is  not  campaigning  for  reelection 
this  year,  but  a  good  many  of  our  col¬ 
leagues  are;  and,  having  lieen  faced  with 
an  adjournment  beyoM  September  30 
in  1966, 1  have  the  detest  sympathy  for 
those  of  our  colle^ues  who  are  held 
up  by  a  late  adjournment  In  this  session. 

I  would  think  the  Senate  really  got 
down  to  late  se^ions  during  the  day  and 
evening,  we  v^ld  get  out  by  September 
15. 

I  was  wohdering  if  the  Senator  might 
not  see  ^  to  have  the  joint  resolution 
modifl^  to  a  September  15  date  rather 
than ^ptember  30. 

HOLLAND.  I  am  sorry  to  say  I 
w^ld  not  have  any  such  authority.  This 
lattter  was  taken  up  at  a  full  meeting  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee  this 
morning.  I  am  unable  to  state  how  many 
were  there,  but  it  was  over  14,  14  being 
a  quorum  or  a  majority.  I  believe  there 
were  16  members  present  when  it  hap¬ 
pened,  and  it  was  unanimously  agreed 
to. 

The  ranking  members  of  the  minority 
on  the  Appropriations  Committee  were 
there.  In  fact,  the  ranking  minority 
member,  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
[Mr.  Young],  requested  that  this  meas¬ 
ure  be  held  up  until  we  were  sure  we 
had  a  full  quorum.  Later  he  called  at¬ 
tention  to  the  fact  that  there  was  more 
than  a  quorum  present  and  asked  that 
the  matter  be  adopted. 

Obviously  the  Senator  from  Florida 
could  not  agree,  and  would  not  agree,  to 
that  change.  He  would  like  to  advise  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  that  the  fact  that 
the  date  in  the  continuing  resolution  is 
fixed  at  September  30,  1968,  by  no  means 
fixes  the  adjournment  date  of  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

The  President  is  entitled,  under  the 
Constitution,  some  time  after  adjourn- 
lent  of  the  Congress,  to  consider  legis- 
l^ion  which  the  Congress  passes.  This 
rei^ution  simply  woifid  provide  that  in 
hanohng  the  financial  matters  of  the 
Natiork  the  President,  the  Budget  Bu¬ 
reau,  and  the  various  oflBcials  of  the  Na¬ 
tion  whoNhave  to  handle  the  payment  of 
our  obliga^ons  would  be  protected  up 
imtil  September  30. 

I  hope  thav'the  Senator  will  not  offer 
such  an  amend^ient.  If  he  does,  I  will, 
of  course,  have  toyoppose  it,  because  this 
measure  has  alreal^  passed  the  House. 
It  has  been  suggest^  by  the  able  chair¬ 
man  of  the  House  A^ropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  after  considering  the  whole  situ¬ 
ation. 

I  have  already  said  it  w^approved  by 
the  unanimous  membershipNqf  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Appropriations  Committe^diich  was 
present  this  morning.  I  trust^toat  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  will  permit  thk  meas¬ 
ure  to  be  passed  as  it  has  been  pas^d  by 
the  House  and  is  now  before  us. 

I  see  on  the  floor  the  distinguisded 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young] 
My  recollection  is  that  prior  to  calling' 
up  this  measure  he  asked  that  we  be  sure 
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ACTIONS  ON  BUDGET  ESTIMATES  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  IN  APPROPRIATION  BILLS,  90TH  CONG.,  2D  SESS.,  AS  OF  JULY  26,  1968— Continued 
Does  not,  of  course,  include  any  “back-door"  type  budgetauthority;orany  permanent  (Federal  or  trust)  authority,  under  earlier  or  "permanent”  law,'  without  further  or  annual  action  by  the  CMfressl 


Bill  and  fiscal  year 


House  actions 


Budget  requests 
considered 


Approved 


Senate  actions 


Budget  requests 
considered 


Approved 


Enacted 


(-f )  or  (^,  latest 
actiojyxompared 
vv)(n  budget 
'requests 


Bills  for  fiscaL1969 — Continued 

11.  Defend 

12.  Military  Construction. 

13.  Foreign  a^tance. 

14.  Supplementa' 

Total,  these  9itls- 
As  to  fisca\969. 

As  to  fiscal  1(^70. 

Total,  1969  bh 

Bills  for  fiscal  1968: 

1.  Urgent  supplemental 

2.  Unemployment  compensation  qH.J.  Res,  1229) 

3.  Claims  and  judgments  (H.J.  Res\268,  which  also  car¬ 

ried  $400,000  000  highway  “liqBidation  cash”) 

4.  Secret  Service  (H.J.  Res.  1292) 

5.  2d  supplemental _ 

Release  of  reserves  (under  Public  d^w  90-218)... 

Total,  1968  bills.. 

Cumulative  totals  for  the  session: 

House . . - . 

Senate - - - 

Enacted _ 


$77, 074, 000,  000 
2,031,500,  000 
(3,654,711,000). 


<$72,239,700,000 
*  1, 765,  019, 000 


i  -$4, 834, 300, 000 
‘  -266, 481,000 


132,142,631,831 

1, 200, 000,  000 

120,565,492,649 
957,714,  000 

$34, 124, 510, 933 

1, 695, 000, 000 

$29, 410, 374, 996 
1,515,000,000  .. 

$13,^,511,346 

5  -11,  121,  487,  987 
-422, 286, 000 

133,342,631,831 

121,  523, 206, 649 

35, 819,510, 933 

30,925,374, 996 

/<3,503, 511,346 

'  -11,543,773,987 

'(1,216,020,863) 
28,  800, 000 

'(1,214,780, 863) 
28, 000, 000 

'(1,216, 020, 863) 
28, 800, 000 

'(1,405,445,863/ 

28,000,008 

(') 

28, 000, 000 

(') 

-800, 000 

50,980,863 

50, 980, 863 
400,000  .. 

50,980, 863 

50, 

m,  000 

50,980,863  . 
400, 000 

+400, 000 

6,716, 514,679 
(2,976,051,100) 

6, 346, 283, 924 
(2, 674, 902, 800) 

6,738, 311,393 
(2, 976,051,  100) 

6, 373/^5, 498 
(2, 6M,  902, 800) 

6, 295, 831, 498 
(2, 674, 902, 800) 

-442, 479, 895 
(-301, 148, 300) 

6, 796, 295, 542 

6, 425,664,787 

6, 818,092,256 

^53,116,361 

6,375,212,361 

-442, 879, 895 

140,138,927,373  127,948,871,436  _ .yC. . . . . .  '-12,190,055,937 

42,637,603,189  /  37, 378, 491, 357  -f- . .  7-5,259,111,832 

^  ^  , _ _  19,878,723,707  '-2,473,130,182 


>  In  round  amounts,  the  January  budget— for  fiscal  1969— \itatively  estimated  total  new 
budget  (obligational)  authority  for  1969  at  $214,581,000,000  ($Z<U,723, 000,000  net  of  certain 
offsets  made  for  budget  summary  purposes  only),  of  which  $73,085,900,000  would  become  avail¬ 
able  without  further  action  by  Congress  and  $141,496,000,000  woulduequire  "current"  action 
by  Congress.  \  . 

'These  figures  assume  the  January  budget  estimate  of  1969  postal  revenues  will  hold. 

3  Conference  report. 

*  Committee  bill  as  reported  (subject  to  floor  action). 


'Includes  $2,685,00o,000  related  to  participation  sales  authorizations  (Agriculture,  $425,000,- 
000;  VA  and  HUD, /2, 110, 000,000;  State-Justice  bill,  $150,000,000);  also  includes  $126,500,000 
(committee  bill,  ^6,000,000)  deleted  on  floor  point  of  order  on  State-Justice  bill. 

'  Not  added  iryrotals,  because  every  budget  request  and  every  item  otherwise  involved  has  been 
dealt  with  in  ^er  supplementals  for  1968  listed  herein. 

7  Includes^, 535, 000,000  related  to  participation  sales  authorizations  (Agriculture,  $425,000,- 
000;  VA  an/HUD,  $2,110,000,000). 

I  Incluires  $425,000,000  related  to  participation  sales  authorizations  (Agriculture). 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  now  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jonas]  . 

Mr:  JONAS.  I  think  a  word  or  two  in 
further  explanation  of  what  is  involved 
here  would  be  in  order. 

I  am  not  sm’e  whether  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  intends  to  put  this  in 
the  Record  or  not,  but  even  so  it  will  not 
hurt  to  repeat  it  here  on  the  floor  because 
considerable  interest  has  been  expressed 
to  me  in  this  continuing  resolution  and 
its  effect  on  the  Revenue  and  Expendi¬ 
ture  Control  Act  of  1968. 

May  I  say  to  those  who  haye  inquired 
and  who  are  interested  that  if  they  will 
read  the  report  of  the  committee  on  this^ 
continuing  resolution,  they  will  obtah 
there  a  current  status  report  on  pne 
status  of  the  appropriation  bills  ^at 
must  be  considered  for  fiscal  yea^969. 

Three  bills  are  ready  and  pen^ng  in 
the  House  and  when  they  are  dwosed  of 
there  will  remain  only  two  bill^hat  have 
to  be  considered — foreign  ai^f'and  a  final 
supplemental. 

This  continuing  resection  restricts 
the  expenditure  of  fuiv^  to  the  lowest 
of  one  of  several  ratw 

First,  the  fiscal  ye^  1968  rate; 

Second,  the  bud^t  request  for  1969, 
where  no  action  been  taken  by  either 
House; 

Third,  the y^ore  restrictive  amount 
adopted  by  e^er  of  the  two  Houses;  and 

Fourth,^  even  more  restrictive  rate 
where  tiug  executive  branch  under  the 
manday  of  title  H  of  the  Revenue  and 
Expen/iiture  Control  Act  of  1968  has  im¬ 
pose^ or  imposes  lower  ceilings. 

5w  I  have  been  asked  by  a  number  of 
Smbei’s  how  the  administration  is  pro- 
beding  to  implement  the  Revenue  and 
'^Expenditures  Control  Act  of  1968.  That 
is  a  peiiiinent  question  because  when 


this  cont'inuing  resolut^  is  adopted,  as 
I  am  sure^will  be  todify  because  I  know 
of  no  opposition  to  itf  we  will  have  com¬ 
pleted  the  fi^  quarter  of  the  current 
fiscal  year — Jjuy^ugust,  and  Septem¬ 
ber — and  unlesP^ome  of  the  spending 
hmitations  are4mp<^ed  duiing  this  quar¬ 
ter,  we  will  find  th^will  all  have  to  be 
imposed  iri/5ie  secon^third,  and  fourth 
quai1;ei’s  ^d  that  wojud  create  such  an 
imbalan/ie  that  I  think  itNvould  be  catas- 
trophuJTor  the  department;^  and  agencies 
of  theGovemment. 

’'am  pleased  to  be  able  tbw^report  to 
thfe  House  today  that  the  distinguished 
^ntleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  n^AHONl, 
'the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committge  on  Appropriations,  and  iNhad 
a  conference  recently  with  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  he  ga\ 
us  full  assurances  that  he  is  making  a^ 
direct  effort  to  implement  the  expendi¬ 
ture  limitations  recently  imposed  by 
Congress  and  that  all  agencies  and  de¬ 
partments  of  Government  have  been  di¬ 
rected  to  proceed  promptly  to  implement 
their  own  part  of  the  act. 

I  would  like  to  read  one  or  two  para¬ 
graphs  from  the  directives  that  have 
been  issued  by  the  Director  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  to  all  agencies  and 
departments  of  Government  to  make  this 
assurance  crystal  clear. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  MahonI  has 
expired. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  two  words. 

There  has  been  a  general  impression, 
not  shared  I  am  sure  by  the  Members  of 
this  body,  but  held  by  some  elements  of 
the  press,  the  general  public,  and  heads 
of  some  departments  of  Government, 
that  the  job  limitation  or  rollback  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure 


Control  Act  applies  with  equal  effect  to 
every  individual  agency  and  department 
of  Government,  and  that  there  is  no 
flexibility. 

Quite  the  contrary  is  true.  The  direc¬ 
tives  issued  by  the  Director  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  make  that  quite  clear. 
For  example,  he  issued  on  Jxme  28,  a 
bulietin  to  the  heads  of  all  executive 
departments  and  establishments  in 
which  he  directed  that  they  take  specific 
action  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  90-366  with  respect  to  spending 
cuts  and  employment  levels.  Specifically 
he  directs  that  they  “provide  for  the  re¬ 
assignment  of  vacancies  resulting  from 
separations  for  the  specified  causes  be¬ 
tween  components  of  his  agency  and 
among  various  types  of  positions  so  as 
to  achieve  the  most  effective  and  effl- 
\cient  use  of  those  vacancies  which  lie 
ftk authorized  to  fill.” 

another  paragraph  he  specifically 
directed  that: 

The^gency  head  should  provide  for  the 
reassignment,  as  he  determines  to  be  neces¬ 
sary  and  d^irable,  of  vacancies  resulting  from 
the  speciii^  causes.  He  may  fiil  the  num¬ 
ber  of  vacan^s  allowable  under  the  75  per¬ 
cent  rule  (indhiding  new  positions  estab¬ 
lished  to  carry  ^  new  and  increased  work¬ 
loads)  without  re^rd  to  the  specific  positions 
vacated.  For  exam^,  four  vacancies  result¬ 
ing  from  the  resigna^ns  of  statisticians  and 
typists  in  Chicago  and  Los  Angeles  could 
be  used  to  hire  three  i^irses  for  a  hospital 
in  New  York  under  the  Kirlsdiction  of  the 
same  agency. 

Then  he  says  further,  a'K^  I  continue 
to  quote : 

The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  tthe  Budget 
may  reassign  vacancies  between  agtocies  if, 
in  his  opinion,  such  action  is  necea^ry  or 
appropriate  because  of  the  creation  of^new 
agency,  because  of  a  change  in  functiomi,  or 
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^Epr  the  more  efficient  operation  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

The  Director  may  authorize  a  higher  re¬ 
placement  rate  for  vacancies  in  full-time 
permaimnt  positions  for  some  agencies  and 
prescriD^a  lower  replacement  rate  for  other 
agencies  such  manner  as  to  adhere  to 
the  overalV  limitation  for  the  executive 
branch. 

This  shoulk  explode  the  argument 
that  it  is  nec^sary  for  some  specific 
agency  or  departpient  to  impose  these 
ceilings  on  the  mhst  sensitive  areas  of 
their  responsibility .Nrhe  requirement  is 
for  a  Govemment-wi^reduction  in  em¬ 
ployment,  and  there  is^mplete  flexibil¬ 
ity  given  to  the  DirectorSpf  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  and  the  PreNjent  to  make 
these  assignments  and  re^signments 
among  various  agencies  andVithin  the 
agencies  themselves  for  a  morNeflacient 
operation  of  the  Government. 

I  hope  that  these  assignments  ahd  re^ 
assignments  will  be  made  so  ^at 
Congress  will  not  be  asked  to  m^e 
any  exceptions  to  the  bill  thm 
recently  passed  after  long  and  hard 
study,  effort,  and  work,  which  imposed 
some  expenditure  limitations  and  red,uc- 
tions  in  employment  level^  through  at¬ 
trition — all  designed  to  forestall  a  fiscal 
crisis  of  major  proportions.  Congress 
must  not  be  expected  or  asked  to  march 
up  to  the  economy  hill  one  day  and  back 
down  that  hill  the  next  day. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  three  words. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  shall  take 
only  a  moment  or  two.  I  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas,  will  there  be  another 
continuing  resolution  in  September  or 
October  or  does  the  gentleman  think  that 
this  will  be  the  last  one? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  would  hope  that  it  will 
not  be  necessary  to  have  another  such 
resolution.  As  far  as  the  appropriations 
bills  are  concerned,  when  we  finish  with 
the  bills  that  are  now  pending  in  the 
House,  there  will  remain  only  one  regu¬ 
lar  bill;  namely,  the  foreign  aid  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  which  is  awaiting 
authorization. 

The  other  body  is  now  moving  rather 
rapidly  with  those  bills.  Of  course, 
not  know  what  may  develop  in  the  otl 
body  and  what  may  develop  with 
to  other  leglslg,tion,  but  certainly  ^  are 
in  good  shape  from  the  standpoin^f  the 
position  of  the  House  on  dealine^with  the 
money  bills,  so  I  would  not  y^ticipate 
that  there  would  be  any  nxd  for  an¬ 
other  continuing  resolution/i  would  cer- 
tinly  hope  not. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  does  the 
gentleman  contempl^  that  next  Oc¬ 
tober  or  November  ajjlother  supplemental 
appropriation  bill? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  contem¬ 
plate  a  cleaMp  supplemental.  The 
Bureau  of  the»^udget,  the  Director,  has 
been  reques^d  not  to  submit  any  of 
those  ma^rs  at  this  time,  in  view  of 
the  fact  /hat  the  target  of  a  sine  die 
adjournment  on  August  2  or  3  has  been 
abandoned.  We  have  asked  him  to  hold 
thosennatters  and  submit,  when  he  does 
them,  the  very  minimum  In  what 
iy  come  before  us  In  September. 


Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  his  response. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  joint  resolution 
to  final  passage. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
joint  resolution. 

The  joint  resolution  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  read  a  third  time,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion 
to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 
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Million 

Special  milk  program _  $104.  0 

School  lunch  program  (By  appro¬ 
priation  and  transfer) _  242.  8 

Additional  section  32  funds  for  vari¬ 
ous  food  distribution  programs _  45.  0 

Food  stamp  program  (total  pres¬ 
ently  authorized) _  225.0 


Total  appropriated  or  trans¬ 
ferred  -  616. 8 

Total  value  of  commodities  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  purchased  with  sec¬ 
tion  32  or  CCC  (section  416)  funds 
for  distribution  to  welfare  recip¬ 
ients,  institutions  and  schools _  447.  0 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R.  16913, 

DEPARTMENT  OP  AGRICULTURE 

APPROPRIATIONS,  1969 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
16913)  making  appropriatiorts  for  the 
Department  of  Agricultui'e  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  statement  of 
the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  state¬ 
ment,  see  proceedings  of  the  House  of 
July  25,  1968.) 

Mr.  WHITTEIN  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  statement  of  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  be'  considered  as 
read. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  we 
bring  to  the  House  the  report  of  the 
committee  on  conference  on  the  bill 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  A^culture  for  fiscal  year  1969. 
The  new  budget  bbligational  authority 
allowed  in  the  conference  agreement  is 
$5,531,296,650.  This  is  $9,253,650  below 
the  bill  passed  by  the  other  body,  and 
$7,661,150  above  the  bill  passed  by  the 
House. 

The  compromise  agreement  allows  $1,- 
392,683,150  less  in  new  obligational  au¬ 
thority  than  the  amoimt  requested  in  the 
President’s  budget.  This  is  approximately 
a  20-percent  decrease  in  the  1969  budget 
request.  A  reduction  of  this  size  in  the 
moneys  we  spend  to  guarantee  food  to 
om-  people  now  and  in  the  future  may 
not  be  wise  in  the  long  run.  However,  in 
view  of  the  pressure  to  reduce  Federal 
spending,  we  have  attempted  to  hold 
back  in  most  areas  so  as  to  be  able  to 
provide  for  those  programs  which  are 
most  critical  to  the  health  and  welfare 
of  our  children,  our  consumers,  our 
farming  industry,  our  natural  re¬ 
sources — and  which  provide  a  decent  life 
for  our  raral  people. 

POOD  AID 

It  is  esimated  that  around  $1  billion 
will  be  available  for  various  domestic 
food  programs  run  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  in  fiscal  year  1969,  as 
follows: 


Total  food  aid _  1,  063.  8 

In  addition  it  is  estimated  that  con¬ 
tributions  from  State  and  local  sources 
to  the  school  limch  program  will  exceed 
the  $455  million  provided  in  1968.  Pay¬ 
ments  by  children  should  equal  or  sur¬ 
pass  the  $990  million  in  1968.  Thus,  the 
total  amoimt  to  be  spent  for  school 
limch  and  other  food  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  will  approximate  $2.5  billion  in 
fiscal  year  1969. 

We  have  heard  a  great  deal  in  recent 
months  about  supposed  starvation  in 
America.  I  believe  the  reports  on  the 
extent  of  such  malnutrition  have  been 
greatly  exaggerated.  However,  in  order 
to  insure  that  isolated  instances  of  such 
malnutrition  will  be  promptly  taken  care 
pf  in  the  event  they  are  found  to  exist, 
the  committee  has  provided  authority 
for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  util¬ 
ize  funds  under  section  32  to  provide 
direct  distribution  of  food  to  needy  chil¬ 
dren  and  low-income  persons  determined 
by  the  Secretary  to  be  suffering  from 
hunger.  This  authority  may  be  used  on 
the  basis  specified  in  the  bill,  whether 
or  not  such  cases  occm*  in  areas  already 
being  served  by  the  food  stamp  program 
or  by  the  commodity  distribution  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  exact  language  in  the  bill  is  as 
follows: 

Funds  available  under  section  32  of  the 
Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  shall 
be  used  only  for  commodity  program  ex¬ 
penses  as  authorized  'therein,  and  other  re¬ 
lated  operating  expenses,  except  for  (1) 
■transfers  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
as  authorized  by  the  Fish  and  WildUfe  Act 
of  August  8,  1956;  (2)  transfers  other'wise 
provided  in  this  Act;  (3)  not  more  than 
$2,950,000  for  formulation  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  marketing  agreements  and  orders 
pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1961;  and  (4)  not  more 
than  $45,000,000  (including  not  to  exceed 
$1,000,000  for  State  administrative  expenses) 
for  (a)  child  feeding  programs  and  nutri¬ 
tional  programs  authorized  by  law  in  the 
School  Lunch  Act  and  the  Child  Nutrition 
Act,  as  amended;  and  (b)  additional  direct 
distribution  or  other  programs,  ■without  re¬ 
gard  to  whether  such  area  is  under  the  food 
stamp  program  or  a  system  of  direct  dis¬ 
tribution,  to  provide,  in  the  immediate  vi¬ 
cinity  of  their  place  of  permanent  residence, 
either  directly  or  through  a  State  or  local 
welfare  agency,  an  adequate  diet  'to  other 
needy  children  and  low-income  persons  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
be  suffering,  through  no  fault  of  their  o'wn, 
from  general  and  continued  hunger  result¬ 
ing  from  insufficient  food:  Provided,  That  in 
making  such  determinations,  the  Secretary 
shall  ■take  into  consideration  the  age;  in¬ 
come;  location  and  Income  of  parents.  If  a 
minor;  and  employability. 
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EEA  AND  FHA  LOANS 

The  bill  includes  an  increase  of  $25,- 
000,000  over  the  House  bill  for  electri¬ 
fication  loans  under  the  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Administration  to  help  meet  the 
urgent  need  for  additional  electrical  dis¬ 
tribution  facilities  in  rmral  areas.  This 
will  provide  a  total  of  $329  million  for 
electrification  loans  in  fiscal  year  1969. 
This  is  the  most  we  could  provide  even 
though  it  is  .  less  than  half  the  amount 
needed  to  fully  cover  the  $700  million  of 
loan  applications  expected  to  be  re¬ 
ceived.  In  this  connection,  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  included  the 
following  language  in  the  conference 
report : 

In  view  of  the  urgent  need  for  additional 
distribution  facilities,  therefore,  it  is  .  es¬ 
sential  ■  that  generation  and  transmission 
loans  be  held  to  a  minimum  in  the  coming 
year.  The  committee  recognizes  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  the  availability  of  G.  &  T.  loan  funds 
to  the  bargaining  positions  of  the  REA  co¬ 
operatives.  It  does  not  feel,  however,  that 
this  position  will  be  weakened  by  a  care¬ 
ful  policy  in  regard  to  such  loans. 

Electricity  is  a  necessary  factor  in 
modern  agriculture.  It  is  especially  criti¬ 
cal  for  farm  and  ranch  operators  who 
must  depend  on  mechanized  operations 
run  by  electricity  to  take  the  place  of 
labor  that  they  cannot  obtain. 

In  view  of  the  serious  credit  situation 
in  rural  areas,  the  conferees  agi’eed  to 
the  amount  of  $275,000,000  for  farm  op¬ 
erating  loans  of  the  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration.  This  amount  is  $25,000,000 
above  the  budget  and  the  House  bill. 


These  loans  are  provided  to  farmers  who 
have  no  other  source  of  credit  for  loans 
to  finance  seasonal  farm  operating  ex¬ 
penses.  A  survey  completed  several  weeks 
ago  by  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  indicates  that,  even  with  the  addi¬ 
tional  funds  provided,  less  than  half  of 
these  fanners  who  are  eligible  and  who 
need  FHA  operating  loans  will  receive 
such  loans. 

The  conferees  also  agreed  on  the 
amount  of  $30,000,000  requested  in  the 
President’s  budget  for  rural  housing  di¬ 
rect  loans.  This  is  $15,000,000  over  the 
House  bill  and  $15,000,000  over  the 
amount  approved  in  fiscal  year  1968. 

THE  4-H  CLUBS 

Although  it  is  relatively  small  in  cost, 

I  wish  to  mention  the  4-H  program,  for 
which  funds  are  provided  in  this  bill  un¬ 
der  the  Extension  Service.  The  conferees 
allowed  an  increase  of  $3  million  over  the 
House  bill  to  meet  the  Federal  share  of 
the  cost  of  salary  increases  for  extension 
agents  who  carry  on  this  important  work. 
The  effect  of  4-H  Club  activities  on 
America’s  rural  youth  has  been  so  whole¬ 
some  that  many  people  feel  it  should  be 
extended  to  our  cities,  as  well  as  to  other 
parts  of  the  world.  At  a  time  when  youth 
seems  threatened  by  the  influences  or 
violence  from  within  this  country  and 
subversion  from  abroad,  the  work  of  the 
4-H  Clubs  of  this  country  is  providing  an 
essential  stabilizing  influence. 

EFFECT  ON  EXPENDTTUEES 

'  The  conference  agreement  will  in¬ 
crease  expenditures  above  those  allowed 


in  the  House  bill  by  an  estimated  $75 
million.  Of  this  amount,  the  additional 
section  32  fimds  provided  for  child  nutri¬ 
tion  and  other  feeding  programs  account 
for  $45  million.  The  balance  results  from 
the  increase  of  $25  million  allowed  for 
Fanners  Home  Administration  operating 
loans  and  various  other  items.  The  con¬ 
ference  agreement  still  will  result  in  a 
reduction  in  expenditures  of  $339  million 
below  the  1969  budget  estimate. 

We  cannot  control  the  extent  to  which 
the  executive  branch  may  make  addi¬ 
tional  cuts  in  agricultural  programs  to 
reach  the  $6  billion  total  cut  required 
by  law.  However,  it  is  our  intention, 
by  reducing  expenditures  substantially 
through  the  action  of  Congress  on  in¬ 
dividual  items  in  this  bill,  to  set  austere 
levels  which  should  serve  as  guidelines  to 
those  in  the  executive  branch.  It  is  ex¬ 
pected  that  they  will  not  unduly  curtail 
the  programs  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  carry  out  expanded  programs 
in  other  agencies  or  departments,  or  to 
favor  one  or  more  programs  in  the  De¬ 
partment  by  cutting  other  programs  far 
below  the  levels  that  Congress  has  set 
for  them. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.)- 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  At  this  point,  I  place 
in  the  Record  a  table  showing  for  each 
appropriation  item  the  amounts  agreed 
to  as  compared  to  the  1969  budget  and 
the  House  and  Senate  bill; 
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Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  my  col¬ 
league  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  while  we 
went  to  conference  with  the  Senate  to 
iron  out  the  45  differences  between  the 
House-  and  Senate-passed  bills,  we 
reached  agreement  after  a  number  of 
meetings  fairly  easily.  The  biggest  il^em 
vof  controversy,  I  believe,  had  to  do  with 
the  so-called  Javits  amendment,  adopted 
in  the  Senate  that  would  have  opened 
up  the  floodgates  of  section  32  funds  for 
food  and  nutrition  programs.  I  would 
call  the  Members’  particular  attention  to 
the  remarks  of  the  chairman  of  our  sub¬ 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  on  the  subject  of 
'  food  aid,  which  shows  very  clearly  that 
we  are  currently  providing  for  better  than 
$1  billion  in  this  field. 

The  conferees  have  agreed  to  allow  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  release  up  to 
an  additional  $45  million  of  section  32 
fimds  for  child  feedings  and  nutritional 
/programs  to  help  alleviate  hunger  and 
malnutrition  in  the  United  States. 

While  we  have  any  starving  people  in 
this  country,  our  first  obligation  is  to 
them  and  we  must  take  care  of  them  be¬ 
fore  spending  millions  of  dollars  abroad 
to  feed  the  starving  of  the  world. 

But  in  taking  care  of  our  own,  we  do 
not  want  to  open  the  floodgates  to  pro¬ 
miscuous,  uncontrolled,  and  unlimited 
expenditure  of  funds.  We  have,  therefore, 
set  a  ceiling  of  $45  million  in  transfer  of 
section  32  funding  and  further  included 
language  in  the  report  that  low-income 
recipients  who  are  detennined  to  be  em¬ 
ployable  registered  with  a  local.  State,  or 
U.S.  Employment  Service  and  should  be 
available  for  employment. 

The  other  significant  money  differ¬ 
ences  had  to  do  with  splitting  the  differ¬ 
ence  of  the  $50  million  increase  in  PHA 
loans  carried  in  the  Senate  bill— the  $25 
million  increase  over  the  House  figures 
in  REA  loans,  and  the  cut  of  $24.5  mil¬ 
lion  from  the  House  figure  on  the  ACP 
program. 

The  action  of  the  conferees  in  increas¬ 
ing  REA’S  electric  loan  authorization  by 
$25  million  over  the  $304  million  con¬ 
tained  in  the  budget  estimate  and  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  House  was  taken  within 
the  framework  of  the  language  contained 
in  the  House  report  on  the  bill  with  re¬ 
spect  to  generation  and  transmission 
loan  policy.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  explained  the  effect  of  the 
action  agreed  upon  and  recommended  by 
the  conferees  and  called  attention  to  the 
language  in  the  House  report  as  the  basis 
upon  which  the  conferees  agreed  to  the 
increased  amount  for  REA.  This  lan¬ 
guage  stated: 

In  view  of  the  urgent  need  for  additional 
distribution  facilities,  therefore,  it  is  essen¬ 
tial  that  generation  and  transmission  loans 
be  held  to  a  minimum  in  the  coming  year. 
The  committee  recognizes  the  Importance  of 
the  availability  of  G.  &  T.  loan  funds  to  the 
bargaining  positions  of  the  REA  cooperatives. 
It  does  not  feel,  however,  that  this  position 
will  be  weakened  by  a  careful  policy  in  re¬ 
gard  to  such  loans. 

The  Administrator  of  REA,  Mr.  Clapp, 
had  testified  on  the  budget  request  to  the 
effect  that  a  loan  authoriziation  of  $304 


million  for  1969  would  be  adequate  to 
meet  the  most  urgent  needs  of  the  rural 
electric  cooperatives. 

While  I  personally  agree  with  his  state¬ 
ment  and  feel  that  the  budget  estimate 
and  the  House  allowance  was  sufficient 
to  carry  forward  an  orderly  program,  I 
yielded  to  the  $25  million  Senate  in¬ 
crease  in  view  of  the  conference  stipula¬ 
tion  that  the  program  be  prudently  ad¬ 
ministered  so  as  to  assure  that  loans  for 
distribution  would  have  priority  and 
that  G.  &  T.  loans  would  be  held  to  a 
minimum. 

It  is  important  to'note  that  the  trend 
in  all  sectors  of  the  electric  power  indus¬ 
try — private,  public,  and  cooperative — is 
toward  large  scale  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  as  the  most  economical,  efficient, 
and  reliable  means  of  producing  and  dis¬ 
tributing  electric  energy.  Some  of  these 
huge  plants  involve  tremendous  sums  of 
money,  reaching  into  hundreds  of  jnil- 
lions  of  dollars.  In  the  list  of  82  electric 
loan  application  pending  before  REA  on 
July  1  of  this  year,  for  example,  only 
five  are  for  major  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  facilities  but  these  alone  total 
almost  $200  million.  It  is  obvious  that 
approval  of  these  loans  would  leave  little 
money  to  fulfill  the  needs  for  distribu¬ 
tion  facilities. 

I  think  we  are  all  fully  aware  of  the 
necessity  for  heavying  up  existing  dis¬ 
tribution  lines  to  meet  the  continuing 
growth  of  consumer  loads  in  rural  areas. 
Obviously,  loans  for  such  purposes  must 
have  first  priority. 

While  it  may  be  important  to  have 
funds  available  for  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  loans  to  afford  borrowers  a  bar¬ 
gaining  position  for  their  wholesale 
power  supplies,  extreme  care  must  be  ex¬ 
ercised  to  assure  that  funds  are  not  used 
for  generation  and  transmission  facilities 
when  suitable  alternatives  exist.  Funds 
are  to  be  loaned  for  such  purposes  only 
if  fair  and  reasonable  wholesale  power 
contracts  cannot  be  obtained.  This  pro¬ 
cedure  is  not  only  in  the  interest  of  the 
consumer  from  the  standpoint  of  power 
costs  and  reliability,  but  it  also  increases 
the  amount  of  money  available  for  dis¬ 
tribution  purposes,  thereby  making  the 
best  use  of  loan  authorizations  for  the 
most  urgent  purposes. 

The  conference  report  emphasized  that 
it  is  essential  that  “generation  and 
transmission  loans  be  held  to  a  mini- 
mmn.’’  Such  loans  should  be  made  only 
after  the  Administrator  has  certified  that 
self-generation  will  result  in  the  lowest 
cost  power  to  the  borrower  and  that  the 
savings  forthcoming  from  such  facilities 
will  be  passed  on  by  the  borrower  to  the 
ultimate  consumer  in  lower  rates. 

In  addition,  due  to  the  heavy  demands 
on  the  U.S.  Treasury  in  this  period  of 
serious  financial  crisis.  Federal  agencies 
have  special  responsibilities  for  careful 
review  and  evaluation  of  every  proposed 
commitment  and  expenditure.  Further¬ 
more,  it  is  expected  that  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  in  its  regular  responsibility 
for  apportionment  of  funds,  as  well  as 
in  discharging  its  responsibilities  under 
Public  Law  90-364,  the  Revenue  and  Ex¬ 
penditure  Control  Act  of  1968,  will  care¬ 
fully  monitor  this  program  to  assure  that 
the  intent  of  Congress  is  carried  out. 


As  I  said  earlier,  the  conferees  ac¬ 
cepted  the  Senate  figure  of  $195,500,000 
for  the  Agricultural  Conservation  pro¬ 
gram,  which  is  a  reduction  from  the 
House  figui-e  of  $220  million.  This  is  the 
item  we  have  attempted  to  cut  consid¬ 
erably  in  years  past,  with  little  success 
on  the  floor  of  this  House  and  frankly, 
I  am  happy  that  we  agreed  on  the  Sen¬ 
ate’s  lower  figure  and  would  appear  to  be 
moving  in  the  right  direction  on  this 
program. 

I  must  say  that  so  far  as  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service  is  concerned, 
I  am  less  than  enthusiastic  about  the  $5 
million  item  carried  in  this  conference 
repoi-t,  providing  for  fire  ant  control  for 
the  fiscal  year  1969.  While  we  state  in 
our  report  that  “none  of  the  $5  million 
be  diverted  to  any  other  use,”  I  would 
hope  we  would  see  some  significant  prog¬ 
ress  in  its  control,  for  in  our  hearings, 
part  II,  page  252,  we  read: 

The  fire  ant  does  not  significantly  affect 
land  values,  the  labor  market,  agricultural 
productivity  or  national  health  or  welfare. 

And  that  any  losses  sustained  because 
of  it  are  very  disproportionate  to  what 
we  are  spending  for  its  eradication  when 
you  compare  figures  for  some  of  the 
other  pests,  and  insects  that  are  causing 
losses  of  many  milUons  of  dollars. 

For  example,  the  cereal  leaf  beetle, 
according  to  Dr.  Irving  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  is  “as  serious  as  any 
problem  we  have  and  that  is  for  two  rea¬ 
sons  :  the  relatively  large  size  of  the  cereal 
crop,  and  no  outlook,  for  a  sure-fire 
means  of  containing  it.” 

Studies  at  Purdue  and  Michigan  State 
University  show  that  yields  could  be  re¬ 
duced  up  to  23  percent  of  wheat  and  17 
to  30  percent  in  oats  and  barley  because 
of  an  infestation  of  the  cereal  leaf 
beetle. 

T  recall  several  years  ago  seeing  a  map 
showing  the  presence  of  the  beetle  only 
in  the  southwestern  section  of  the  State 
of  Michigan,  and  now  it  has  spread  to 
parts  of  Indiana,  Pennsylvania,  Ohio, 
and  Illinois.  I  expressed  the  fear  and 
concern  that  if  we  did  not  move  rapidly 
and  with  dispatch  in  combating  the 
cereal  leaf  beetle,  we  would  be  opening 
up  the  breadbasket  of  this  coimtry  to 
this  pestilence.  When  you  consider  the 
fact  that  we  are  talking  about  a  $1.5 
billion  cereal  grain  crop  that  is  in  danger 
and  that  we  are  only  spending  approxi¬ 
mately  $1.3  million  for  its  eradication, 
you  can  get  the  Impact  of  the  compari¬ 
son  I  am  trying  to  make. 

In  summary,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  con¬ 
ference  amount  agreed  to  in  this  bill  is 
$5,531,300,000,  which  is  $1,392,700,000 
under  the  budget — roughly  7.7  million 
over  the  House-passed  bill,  and  $9.3  mil¬ 
lion  imder  the  Senate-passed  bill.  I  be¬ 
lieve  we  arrived  at  a  good  compromise 
and  would  urge  Members  to  support  the 
adoption  of  the  conference  report. 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  believe  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  should  say  a  word  or 
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two  about  the  personnel  reduction  state¬ 
ment  in  the  report. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  The  statement  referred  to  is  the 
one  we  placed  in  the  report. 

There  are  several  new  or  expanded  pro¬ 
grams  in  this  bill.  They  were  budgeted 
and  were  considered  by  the  committee. 
The  committee,  in  view  of  the  legislation 
passed  some  time  ago  reducing  overall 
Federal  expenditures  and  personnel, 
wished  to  make  certain  that  these  so- 
called  new  or  expanded  programs  were 
not  carried  on  at  the  level  authorized  in 
this  bill  at  the  expense  of  existing  pro¬ 
grams. 

>So  in  the  language  which  appears  on 
page  10  of  the  statement  of  the  managers 
we  provide  the  following ; 

In  instances  where  new  positions  have  been 
authorized  in  this  bill,  it  is  not  intended  to 
give  preference  to  such  positions  over  those 
of  existing  programs  in  effecting  personnel 
reductions  required  by  law. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  further. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Since  the  statement  ap¬ 
pears  only  in  the  statement  on  the  part 
of  the  managers  of  the  House,  I  believe 
my  colleague  will  confirm  my  statement 
that  this  was  discussed  in  the  conference 
and  it  was  agreed  to  by  the  conferees  of 
both  bodies. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  All  conferees  agreed 
without  exception,  according  to  my  recol¬ 
lection. 

We  were  also  concerned  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  should  not  be 
seriously  curtailed  or  crippled  in  order 
to  enable  full  staffing  of  new  or  expanded 
programs  in  other  departments  and 
agencies.  We  believe  that  those  programs 
which  preserve  and  protect  our  food  sup¬ 
ply  and  natural  resources  must  not  be 
sacrifled  to  less  essential  functions. 

THE  LESSONS  OF  HISTORY 

In  this  connection,  I  should  like  to  call 
attention  to  a  statement  from  my  report 
on  the  appropriation  bill  which  I  han¬ 
dled  earlier  in  the  year.  I  quote; 

Ancient  Greece  had  forested  hills,  ample 
water  supplies,  and  productive  soil.  In  parts 
of  this  area  today,  the  old  erosion-proof  Ro¬ 
man  roads  stand  several  feet  above  a  barren 
desert.  Ancient  irrigation  systems  in  many 
parts  of  China  and  India  are  abandoned  to¬ 
day  and  filled  with  silt.  Most  of  India’s  pres¬ 
ent  land  problems  are  due  to  excessive  de¬ 
forestation,  erosion  and  siltation  made  nec¬ 
essary  by  tremendous  population  growth 
during  the  past  two  centuries. 

The  highly  developed  civilization  of  an 
dent  Guatemala  and  Yucatan  are  merely 
history  today.  Archaeologists  believe  that 
they  exploited  their  land  as  intensively  as 
possible  until  its  fertility  was  gone  and  their 
prosperous  civilizations  vanished. 

The  long-since-gone  city-states  of  his¬ 
tory  used  up  and  wore  out  their  natural 
resources.  In  2000  B.C.  the  Valley  of  the 
Nile  was  a  granary  for  the  Roman  Em¬ 
pire.  Today  its  productivity  is  largely 
gone  because  of  neglect  and  misuse.  In 
3500  B.C.  the  valleys  of  the  Tigris  and 
Euphrates  Rivers  supported  a  large  and 
prosperous  civilization.  Today  less  than 
20  percent  is  productive. 

Why  are  those  areas  gone  today,  so 
far  as  the  ability  to  support  their  people 
is  concerned?  It  is  because  the  people 


were  unwilling,  year  after  year,  to  put 
back  into  the  land  a  fair  share  of  what 
they  took  out. 

For  us  to  fail,  whatever  our  problems, 
to  look  after  the  basic  resources  on  which 
all  our  well-being  depends  would  not 
merely  endanger  our  standard  of  living 
but  life  itself  would  be  affected.  We 
would  be  heading  in  the  direction  of 
India  and  China;  and  there  would  not 
be  any  foreign  aid  when  our  country  is 
worn  out. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  As  I  remember  the  bill 
when  it  left  the  House,  it  provided  for 
approximately  a  20-percent  reduction  in 
spending  as  compared  with  last  year.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  is  approximately 
20  percent  below  the  1969  budget  request, 
and  not  too  far  from  that  figure  as  com¬ 
pared  to  the  amoimt  obligated  last  year. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Of  course,  the  latter  fig¬ 
ure  is  the  meaningful  figure,  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  agree. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  budgeted  items 
for  1969  and  expenditures  for  last  year 
were  virtually  the  same. 

Mr.  GROSS.  It  is  approximately  20 
percent  below? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  obligational  au¬ 
thority  in  this  bill  actually  is  about  24 
percent  below  last  year. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Twenty-four  percent 
below  the  actual  spending  for  the  same 
general  pui'poses  last  year? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GROSS.  And  this  bill  is  only 
slightly  higher  than  when  it  left  the 
House? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  About  $7  “hiillion, 
which  is  a  small  figure,  percentagewise. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  thank  my  colleague. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  on  the  conference  report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENTS  IN  DISAGREEMENT 

Tire  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  first  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  13:  On  page  11, 
after  line  22,  Insert: 

"river  basin  surveys  and  INVESTIGATIONS 

“For  necessary  expenses  to  conduct  re¬ 
search,  investigations  and  surveys  of  the 
watersheds  of  rivers  and  other  waterways,  in 
accordance  with  section  6  of  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  ap¬ 
proved  August  4,  1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
1006),  to  remain  available  until  expended; 
$8,780,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the 
unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  Department  for  river  basin 
survey  purposes:  Provided,  That  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $60,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5 
U.S.C.  3109.” 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MB.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  13  and  concur  therein. 


July  26,  1968 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  14:  Page  12,  line 
12,  Insert: 

“works  of  improvement 

“For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  pre¬ 
ventive  measures,  including,  but  not  limited 
to  research,  engineering  operations,  methods 
of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation, 
and  changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance 
with  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954,  as 
amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1005,  1007-1008), 
and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  April  27, 
1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f),  to  remain  available 
until  expended:  $57,907,000,  with  which  shall 
be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds 
heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the 
Department  for  watershed  protection  pur¬ 
poses  :  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of 
the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and 
not  to  exceed  $100,000  shall  be  available  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided 
further,  'That  $3,000,000  of  the  funds  in  the 
direct  loan  account  of  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  shall  be  available'  until  ex¬ 
pended  for  loans.” 

motion  offered  by  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  14  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  sum  proposed  in  said  amendment,  insert : 
“$57,220,000.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  19:  Page  17,  line 
5,  strike  out  “$118,989,500"  and  insert  “$116,- 
314,500.” 

MOjj^ON  offered  by  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  19  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  sum  proposed  in  said  amendment,  in¬ 
sert  “$116,264,500”. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  24:  Page  18,  line 
26,  insert: 

‘‘Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $2,500,000 
of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for 
the  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under 
the  appropriation  for  similar  purposes  for 
the  preceding  fiscal  year.” 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  24  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  sum  named  in  said  amendment,  insert 
“$1,000,000”. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 
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The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  25;  Page  19,  line  4, 
strike  out: 

‘‘removal  op  surplus  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  (SECTION  32) 

“No  funds  available  under  section  32  of 
the  Act  of  August  24.  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c) 
shall  be  used  for  any  purpose  other  than 
commodity  program  exp>enses  as  authorized 
therein,  and  other  related  operating  expenses, 
except  for  (1)  transfers  to  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  as  authorized  by  the  Pish  and 
Wildlife  Act  of  August  8,  1956,  (2)  transfers 
otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  and  (3)  not 
more  than  $2,950,000  for  formulation  and  ad¬ 
ministration  of  marketing  agreements  and 
orders  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961.” 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  25  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows;  Restore  the 
matter  stricken,  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"removal  op  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODI¬ 
TIES  (SECTION  32) 

“Funds  available  under  section  32  of  the 
Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  shall  be 
used  only  for  commodity  program  expenses 
as  authorized  therein,  and  other  related  op¬ 
erating  expenses,  except  for  (1)  transfers  to 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  authorized 
by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8, 
1956;  (2)  transfers  otherwise  provided  in  this 
Act;  (3)  not  more  than  $2,950,000  for  formu¬ 
lation  and  administration  of  marketing 
agreements  and  orders  pursuant  to  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as 
amended,  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961; 
and  (4)  not  more  than  $45,000,000  (including 
not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  for  State  administra¬ 
tive  expenses)  for  (a)  child  feeding  programs 
and  nutritional  programs  authorized  by  law 
in  the  School  Lunch  Act  and  the  ChiW  Nu¬ 
trition  Act,  as  amended;  and  (b)  additional 
direct  distribution  or  other  programs,  with¬ 
out  regard  to  whether  such  area  is  under  the 
food  stamp  program  or  a  system  of  direct 
distribution,  to  provide,  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  their  place  of  permanent  residence 
either  directly  or  through  a  State  or  local 
welfare  agency,  an  adequate  diet  to  other 
needy  children  and  low-income  persons  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
be  suffering,  through  no  fault  of  their  own, 
from  general  and  continued  hunger  resulting 
from  insufficient  food:  Provided,  That  in 
making  such  determinations,  the  Secretary 
shall  take  into  consideration  the  age;  income; 
location  and  income  of  parents,  if  a  minor; 
and  employability.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  40:  Page  31,  line  7 
Strike  out  “Provided,  That  the  farmer  ap¬ 
plicants  for  housing  loans  shall  be  required 
to  offer  only  such  collateral  security  as  is 
required  of  owners  of  nonfarm  tracts.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  40  and  (x>ncur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows ;  Restore 
the  matter  stricken,  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“Hereafter,  farmer  applicants  for  direct  or 
insured  rural  housing  loans  shall  be  required 
to  provide  only  such  collateral  security  as  is 
required  of  owners  of  nonfarm  tracts.” 


The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  votes  by 
which  action  was  taken  on  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  and  the  several  motions  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


PROVIDING  FOR  WAIVING  POINTS 

OF  ORDER  DURING  CONSIDERA¬ 
TION  OF  H.R.  18707,  DEPARTMENT 

OF  DEFENSE  APPROPRIATIONS, 

1969 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  1273  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution  as 
follows : 

H.  Res.  1273 

Resolved,  That  during  the  (xinsideratlon  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  18707)  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other 
purposes,  all  points  of  order  against  said 
bill  are  hereby  waived. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  t' 
usual  30  minutes  to  the  minority,  ^e 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Ohio  /Mr. 
atta],  and  pending  that,  Mr.  Smoker, 
ield  myself  such  time  as  I  ra^y  con¬ 
sul!^. 

mK  Speaker,  this  is  a  ra^er  simple 
resolu^pn,  but  it  does  ^compass  a 
rather  \pntroversial  mat>er  in  that  it 
waives  points  of  order. 

Mr.  SpeSker,  this  ^solution  simply 
makes  in  oroer  the  cmisideration  of  the 
appropriation  inll  ioK  the  Department  of 
Defense  for  fiscft^ear  1969.  Of  course, 
as  the  memberslro  is  aware,  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Comnntt^reports  and  bills  are 
privileged.  They  do  n^t  require  ordinarily 
a  rule  to  bring  them  CB  the  floor.  But  in 
this  case /A  rule  waN  requested  and 
granted y^mply  'because  ^e  authorizing 
legisla^n  which  ordinarilyyprecedes  the 
reporimg  and  consideration^  an  appro- 
pri§^on  bill  has  not  been  finalW  enacted, 
he  matter  is  now  in  confer^ce,  and 
e  Committee  on  Appropriation^  I  un¬ 
derstand,  with  the  concurrence  ^the 
leadership,  came  to  the  Committees^n 
Rules  and  requested  a  rule  waivil^ 
points  of  order. 

The  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  the  able  and  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Mahon],  frankly  stated  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules  that  that  was  the  main 
reason  for  their  appearance  and  their 
request,  although  with  equal  frankness 
he  stated  that  there  were  a  number  of 
other  matters  in  the  bill  that  would  be 
subject  to  a  point  of  order  if  some  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  House  saw  fit  to  raise  that 
point,  because  they  violated  the  rule  on 
legislating  upon  an  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  PIKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  will  be  happy  to  yield 
in  just  a  moment,  if  my  friend  from 
New  York  will  bear  with  me. 

Chairman  Mahon  stated  that  as  far 
as  the  committee  was  concerned  they 
were  not  particularly  concerned  about 
these  matters,  that  they  had  been  car¬ 
ried  from  year  to  year,  and  that  the 
House  had  seen  fit  to  go  along  with  them. 

In  the  interest  of  orderly  procedure, 
the  committee  saw  fit  to  grant  a  rule 


waiving  aU  points  of  order,  and  thaj/is 
what  we  are  doing  here  to(iay. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  ji^  like 
to  add  this  personally;  ordinarily  I  am 
opposed  to  the  general  grantina'^f  a  rule 
waiving  all  points  of  order.  ^  a  matter 
of  fact,  this  year  for  the  fii^t  time  the 
Committee  on  Rules  adorned  a  rule  of 
its  own  requesting  that ^1  chairmen  of 
committees  asking  foj/  a  waiver  of  a 
point  of  order  specifb^lly  state  in  writ¬ 
ing  why  the  requestnvas  made. 

The  Committee jSn  Appropriations  has 
seen  fit  to  comoiy  with  that  rule,  and 
I  have  a  statemfet  here  listing  these  pro¬ 
visions  of  th^ubject  to  points  of  order 
which  I  sl^l  ask  unanimous  consent, 
Mr.  Speak^,  to  insert  in  the  Record  as 
a  part  my  remarks,  but  which  I  do 
not  beyeve  is  necessary  to  go  into  at  this 
time^ 

TMe  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
th^  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
fssippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  list  referred  to,  follows : 

(a)  On  page  5,  beginning  at  line  4,  appro¬ 
priations  for  National  Guard  Personnel, 
Army,  are  made  available  without  regard  to 
Sec.  107  of  Title  32.  U.S.  Code,  which  section 
prescribes  apportionments  on  the  basis  of 
numbers  of  enlisted  personnel  as  between  the 
States: 

(b)  The  same  situation  prevails  with  re¬ 
spect  to  appropriations  for  National  Guard 
Personnel,  Air  Force,  on  page  5,  beginning  on 
line  13; 

(c)  On  page  11,  beginning  at  line  18,  lan¬ 
guage  provides  that  personnel  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  may  be  employed  as  civilians 
without  regard  to  their  military  rank  and 
that  the  number  of  caretakers  authorized 
to  be  employed  may  be  such  as  is  deemed 
necessary  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 
Basic  law  limits  the  number  of  caretakers 
and  provides  that  they  must  be  enlisted  men 
except  under  certain  conditions; 

(d)  On  page  12,  beginning  on  line  10,  a 
further  legislative  provision  in  the  appro¬ 
priation  Operation  and  Maintenance,  Army 
National  Guard,  is  the  same  as  that  carried 
in  connection  with  the  Personnel  appropri¬ 
ations  for  National  Guard. 

(e)  On  page  13,  beginning  at  line  9,  the 
previously  cited  provisions  with  respect  to 
caretakers  and  apportionment  of  funds  are 
indicated  in  connection  with  the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  Operation  and  Maintenance,  Air 
National  Guard; 

(f)  On  page  14,  beginning  at  line  16,  Pro- 
irement  appropriations,  are  affected  by  the 

pending  authorization  bill.  In  addition,  cer- 
tai^language  with  respect  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  amd  furnishing  of  facilities  and  equip¬ 
ment  ^ntained  in  each  of  the  procurement 
appropriation  paragraphs,  first  shown  at 
page  15,^eginning  at  line  1,  constitutes 
legislation  amd  each  of  them  would  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  porht  of  order.  Each  of  the  appro¬ 
priations  for  ^Research,  etc.,  beginning  on 
page  21,  line  6,  rkalso  affected  by  the  pending 
authorization. 

(g)  On  page  26,’'>beginning  at  line  8,  Sec. 
506  provides  the  (^y  statutory  authority 
for  the  overseas  dependents  education  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  Department  of  Defense.  Further 
on  in  that  section,  otnfe  subsections  also 
provide  legislative  author!^  for  certain  cur¬ 
rent  practices  of  the  DeparWient. 

(h)  On  page  28,  beginnings^  line  19,  Sec¬ 
tion  508  is  clearly  legislation  ^oviding  for 
Defense  Department  assistance  ^  American 
small  business; 

(i)  On  page  31,  beginning  at  liris  4,  Sec. 
512  provides  legislative  authority  for  i^rtaln 
deficiency  apportionments  or,  in  twoi^ses, 
the  actual  creation  of  deficiencies  ancl^  as 
such  is  clearly  legislation; 
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bi)  On  page  33,  beginning  at  line  8,  Sec. 
514^rovldes  authority  for  the  payment  of 
flight^may  to  flying  oflicers  under  certain 
condltidos  without  their  actual  engagement 
in  flying  auties; 

(k)  On  page  35,  beginning  at  line  3,  Sec¬ 
tion  519  presides  authority  for  the  accept¬ 
ance  of  certsiin  property  and  service?  from 
foreign  countriM  when  provided  as  reciprocal 
international  courtesies  or  services  customar¬ 
ily  made  available\rtthout  charge; 

(l)  On  page  38,  iWinning  at  line  11,  Sec¬ 
tion  526  provides  auu^rity  for  the  purchase 
of  household  furnishiiis,  house  trailers  and 
automobiles  from  both  r^lltary  and  civilian 
personnel  on  duty  outslos  the  continental 
United  States  for  purposesNf  resale,  which 
authority  is  legislation; 

(m)  On  page  39,  beginniiife  at  line  4, 
Section  528  provides  authority  for  the  trans¬ 
fer,  without  reimbursement,  of  aii^unltion 
upon  requisition  of  the  National  ^ard  for 
the  Promotion  of  Rifle  Practice; 

(n)  On  page  42,  beginning  at  line  Sec¬ 
tion  535  provides  an  additional  transferS^u- 
thority  to  give  the  Secretary  of  Defense  i^ll 
further  leeway  in  accommodating  to  emer 
gency  situations; 

(o)  On  page  43,  beginning  at  line  13,  Sec. 
539  provides  authority  for  the  maintenance 
of  minimum  cash  balances  in  the  various 
working  capital  funds  of  the  Department  of 
Defense,  and  also  provides  for  transfers  be¬ 
tween  such  amounts. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
particularly  to  call  attention  again  to 
the  reason  why  we  are  here  in  this  ex¬ 
traordinary  procedure.  This  was  a  part 
and  parcel  of  the  overall  objective  in 
which  I  was  particularly  interested  of 
trying  to  adjourn  this  Congress  before 
the  political  conventions,  adjourn  it  sine 
die,  so  that  we  would  not  have  to  come 
back  here  after  the  political  conventions 
and  furnish  a  political  forum  for  the 
discussion  of  the  platforms  of  the  politi¬ 
cal  parties. 

I  regret  deeply  and  sincerely  that  we 
have  not  achieved  that  objective,  al¬ 
though  the  Rules  Committee  has  cer¬ 
tainly  done  its  full  part. 

I  want  to  repeat — still  think  it  is  a 
mistake  and  a  grave  mistake  and  not  in 
the  interest  of  the  country  for  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  come  back.  But  even  though  my 
committee  saw  fit  to  adopt  a  rule  and  a 
formula  by  which  no  neW  matters  would 
be  considered  excepting  in  cases  of  emer¬ 
gency  or  in  a  procedural  matter  such  as 
we  now  have  here,  we  are  faced  with  the 
fact  that  we  are  going  to  come  back  h^e 
sometime  in  September — so  I  am  in¬ 
formed  by  those  who  are  running'  the 
show. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  now  ^ppy  to 
yield  to  my  friend,  the  gentle/nan  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Pike]. 

Mr.  PIKE.  Mr.  Speaker/1  thank  the 
chairman  very  much  for/yielding. 

I  am  certainly  aware/that  there  is  no 
man  in  this  body  wl^has  a  higher  re¬ 
gard  for  orderly  propedure  than  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

I  have  certainlS^  had  my  own  differ¬ 
ences  with  tl^  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  fron^me  to  time. 

But  is  it  BTOt  true,  however,  that  what 
we  are  w^ing  points  of  order  on  here 
is  the  e^ire  military  procurement  bill 
which  Amounts  to  some  $21  billion  and 
put  an  this  bill  that  we  have  before  us 
there  is  $21  billion  at  least  some  of 
ich  was  in  some  controversy? 


Mr.  COLMER.  Of  course,  I  would  have 
to  answer  the  gentleman  by  saying  that 
is  the  purpose  of  the  rule. 

Mr.  PIKE.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  are 
really  in  this  instance  making  a  sham  of 
the  legislative  process  and  we  are  mak¬ 
ing  the  efforts  and  the  work  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services  rather  mean¬ 
ingless — if  we  can  pass  the  appropriation 
bUl  without  any  authorization  bill  hav¬ 
ing  been  passed — then  we  do  not  need 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services.  Is 
that  not  a  fair  statement,  Mr.  Speaker? 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  would  have  to  say 
again  with  equal  frankness  that  if  that 
were  adopted  as  a  permanent  policy,  yes, 
that  would  be  true.  It  would  be  then  as 
it  was  before  the  appropriating  authori¬ 
ty  was  separated  from  the  authorization 
authority,  because  as  the  gentleman  is 
aware  that  was  at  one  time  all  handled 
by  the  same  committee. 

Mr.  PIKE.  I  would  simply  like  to  say 
that  although  I  have  had  my  differences 
^^with  my  own  chairman  and  with  my  own 
Mmmittee  from  time  to  time,  I  take 
«k^er  great  pride  in  it  and  in  its  efforts, 
an\  I  am  reluctantly  obliged  to  oppose 
this'wule  and  I  hope  the  rule  is  not, 
passec 

I  amM^  to  see  my  chairman  her^ 

Mr.  RJVERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will/xhe 
gentleman\ield? 

Mr.  COlSeIR.  I  yield  to  thevfiistin- 
guished  gentl^an  from  South Carolina, 
the  chairmanNpf  the  Conynittee  on 
Armed  Services. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  MASpeak^,  I  would  like 
to  say  to  the  gennem^,  there  is  no 
committee  In  this  H^^e  that  puts  In 
longer  hours  than  dp^v.  our  committee 
with  its  far  reaching  jmsisdiction. 

We  have  been  inking  ^y  and  night 
to  bring  the  41^authoriza^on  confer¬ 
ence  report  to  thus  floor. 

We  are  noy  tied  up  in  a  conference 
with  the  o^r  body.  Indeed,  ^  have 
already  ac^d  on  two  procuremenV.  sec¬ 
tions  for/which  this  bill  makes  mo^iey 
availabl 

NoWl  do  not  think  the  great  Commif 
tee  on  Appropriations — since  the  objec-’ 
tivy  of  adjourning  at  the  end  of  August 
mot  to  be  attained  and  since  time  is 
iot  of  the  essence — will  really  be  saving 
any  time.  Nobody  knows  when  we  will 
get  away  from  here  now.  We  are  not 
going  to  finish  this  month.  I  doubt  that 
we  will  finish  next  month. 

So,  we  are  not  going  to  finish  this 
week.  And  we  are  not  going  to  finish  next 
week.  This  appropriations  biU  will  not 
even  be  considered  by  the  other  body 
until  sometime  in  September.  I  am  hope¬ 
ful  that  the  great  chairman,  with  whom 
I  have  never  had  a  disagreement  and 
with  whom  I  have  cooperated  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  forgoing  our  committee  juris¬ 
diction  on  supplementals  bills  for  South¬ 
east  Asia,  will  not  Insist  on  this  bill  now. 
It  is  a  bad  precedent.  I  do  not  want  to 
have  a  misimderstanding  now. 

I  think  the  sound  and  considerate  thing 
to  do  is  to  consider  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
committee  which  has  broken  its  neck  to 
cooperate  with  the  great  Committee  on 
Appropriations.  I  do  not  want  to  get  into 
any  controversy  with  them,  but  this  bill 
could  end  up  as  the  authorization  for 
the  appropriation  and,  as  the  gentleman 


from  New  York  has  said,  the  appropria¬ 
tion  would  reaUy  repeal  the  jurisdictiony 
of  our  committee. 

If  this  is  what  you  want,  go  ahead  ^d 
do  it.  We  could  come  on  the  fiooryftnd 
let  the  Armed  Services  Commit^  do 
the  authorization  and  the  appron^ation, 
as  it  used  to  do  before  some  of  ioxi  gen¬ 
tlemen  came  to  Congress.  Thijns  what  I 
would  not  want  to  see. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Would  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina  pernnt  me  to  make 
this  statement — if  the/gentleman  will 
permit  me,  what  I  l^e  to  say  to  the 
gentleman  is  this:  ie  knows  the  very 
high  regard  I  ha^  for  him  and  the 
splendid  personal^lations  that  exist  be¬ 
tween  us,  and  sy  on.  But  I  must  confess 
that  I  am  ju^ a  little  surprised  at  my 
friend  raislnauhis  question  now.  I  assume 
he  had  no^e  that  the  great  Committee 
on  Approbations  was  going  to  appear 
before  Wire  Rules  Committee  and  request 
this  vy/(e.  The  chainnan  of  the  Armed 
Servi<(es  Committee — ^he  does  such  a 
gr^  job  and  I  am  for  him  all  the  way — 
dm  not  come  up  thefe  nor  did  any  mem- 
rer  of  his  committee. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Not  a  single  member.  No 
we  did  not. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Nor  did  any  other  Mem¬ 
ber. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Will  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  yield  further? 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  yield  to  my  friend 
from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  It  has  always  been  the 
practice  for  the  chairman  to  bring  out 
this  bill  imless  it  had  something  of  vital 
interest  to  some  other  Member.  It  may 
be  my  fault.  I  have  been  tied  up  in  con¬ 
ference  every  single  day  from  10  o’clock 
in  the  morning  imtil  late  in  the  after¬ 
noon.  Ask  the  other  conferees.  Maybe  I 
should  have  looked  out  for  it,  but  I  did 
not  do  it.  Two  wrongs  do  not  make  a 
right. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  &"peaker,  I  quite 
agree  with  the  gentleman  on  that.  I  also 
repeat,  I  agree  with  the  gentleman  that 
as  a  general  proposition  I  do  not  like  this 
^procedure,  but  I  come  back  to  the  point 
lat  we  were  trying  to  adjourn  this  Con- 
gf^s,  and  that  is  why  this  rule  was 
grated.  This  is  nothing  new.  It  was  done 
last^ar.  It  has  been  done  on  many  oc¬ 
casions.  There  is  no  precedent  set  here. 

Finally  I  want  to  say  to  my  friend 
from  SoiNj  Carolina,  before  we  get  fur¬ 
ther  on  wim  this,  that  now  that  we  are 
going  to  havesto  come  back  here,  I  do  not 
care  what  we  ato  with  this  rule,  whether 
we  vote  it  up  or  wte  it  down. 

The  committee  o^e  up  there,  as  it  has 
a  right  to  do,  and  aJsked  for  the  rule,  and 
not  one  scintilla  of  westion  was  raised. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Sp^k^er,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speilker,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Wisco'ns 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Speaker,  fftet  I  would 
like  to  say,  as  a  member  of  th^ubcom- 
mittee  on  Defense  Appropriations,  we 
were  told  over  4  weeks  ago  that  wO^ust 
have  this  bill  ready  for  action  here  c^the 
floor  of  the  House  today.  Every  effort  \tes 
made  by  our  committee  to  do  the  necM 
sary  work  so  this  bill  would  be  before  th^ 
House  this  week.  We  are  not  responsible 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Maa'  21  (legislative  clay,  May  20) ,  1968 
Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Apiiropriations  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware  to  H.R. 
16913,  an  Act  making  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  At  the  appro¬ 
priate  place  insert  the  following : 

1  Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 

2  after  January  1,  1969,  no  producer  shall  be  eligible  for 

3  payments  under  any  program  or  programs  administered  by 

4  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  any  amount  in  excess  of 

5  $10,000  for  any  one  year.  The  foregoing  limitation  shall  in- 

6  elude  the  fair  dollar  value  (as  determined  by  the  Secretary 

7  of  Agriculture)  of  any  payment-in-kind  made  to  a  producer. 

Arndt.  No.  811 
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H.  R.  16913 


IX  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNTl'E!)  STATES 

May  28  (legislative  clay,  May  27) ,  1908 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Iiitciided  to  be  })r()])osed  by  3Jr.  Williams  of  Delaware  to 
n.K.  10913,  ail  Act  inaking  ap])ro])riations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agri culture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On 
jiage  38,  between  lines  17  and  18,  insert  a  ne^v  section  as 
follows : 

1  Sec.  510.  None  of  the  fuiuls  approjiriated  by  this  Act 

2  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  (‘any  out  ]»rice  sujiport  or  com- 

3  modity  [)rograms  during  the  fiscal  3'car  ending  June  30, 

4  1909,  under  which  the  total  amount  of  pa3mients  in  excess 

5  of  $10,000  would  be  made  to  any  single  recipient  as  (1) 

0  incentive  }>avnients,  (2)  diversion  })aynients,  (3)  price-sup- 

7  port  ]!aynients,  (4)  wheat  marketing  certificate  payments, 

8  (5)  cotton  eipialization  })aynients,  and  (0)  cropland  adjust- 


9  ment  payments. 

Amdt.  No.  833 
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AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware  to  H.E. 
16913,  an  Act  making  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page 
38,  Itetween  lines  17  and  18,  insert  a  new  section  as 
follows : 

1  Sec.  510.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act 

2  may  be  used  to  make  payments  to  any  producer  during  the 

3  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1968,  for  participation  in  any 

4  program  or  programs  administered  by  the  Department  of 

5  Agriculture  in  an  amount  in  excess  of  $10,000,  or  any  pay- 

6  ment-in-kind  in  excess  of  $10,000  made  to  such  producer  in 

7  such  fiscal  year. 

Arndt.  No.  834 
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AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  Ite  proposed  l)y  ^Ir.  Williams  of  Delaware  to 
H.R.  16913,  an  Act  making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriciiltnre  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  puriioses,  viz:  On  page 
38,  between  lines  17  and  18,  insert  a  new  section  as  follows: 

1  Sec.  510.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 

2  after  January  1,  1969,  no  producer  shall  be  eligible  for  pay- 

3  ments  under  any  program  or  programs  administered  by  the 

4  Department  of  Agriculture  in  any  amount  in  excess  of 

5  $10,000  for  any  one  year.  The  foregoing  limitation  shall 

6  include  the  dollar  value  (as  determined  by  the  Secietary 

7  of  Agriculture)  of  any  payment-in-kind  made  to  a  producer, 

8  but  shall  not  include  the  amount  of  any  price  support  loan 

9  made  to  a  producer. 

Arndt.  No.  835 
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90th  congress 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1121 

H.  R*  16913 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  28  (legislative  day,  Mat  27) ,  1968 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Holland  to  H.R.  16913,  an 
Act  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agricnlture 
and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969. 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 


^  On  page  19,  line  12,  insert  the  following:  Pro- 

9  vided,  That  not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  of  this  appropriation 
3  shall  be  available  for  the  payment  of  obligations  incun-ed 
^  under  the  appropriation  for  similar  purposes  for  the  preced- 


5  ing  fiscal  year”. 


Arndt.  No.  836 
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doth  congress 

2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1121 

H.  R.  16913 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  28  (legislative  day,  Mat  27) ,  1968 
Ordered  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Proposed  l)y  Mr.  Hart  (for  himself,  ^Ir.  Javits,  Mr.  Kennedy 
of  Massaelmsetts,  Mr.  Mitskie,  and  Mr.  Young  of  Ohio) ,  to 
H.E.  16913,  an  Aet  making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 


ment  of  xkoTicnltnre  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz; 

Page  18,  lines  19-21:  Strike  out  “$173,349,000,  in- 


2  chiding  $7,500,000  for  special  assistance  to  needy  schools, 

3  $4,500,000  for  the  pilot  school  breakfast  program,  $2,000,- 


4  000  for  the  nonfood  assistance  program”  and  insert  the  fol- 


5  lowing:  “$184,149,000  including  $10,000,000  for  special 

6  assistance  to  needy  schools,  $6,500,000  for  the  pilot  school 

7  breakfast  progmin,  $6,000,000  for  the  nonfood  assistance 

8  program,  and  $2,300,000  for  State  administrative  expenses”. 


Amdt.  No.  837 
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Public  Law  90-463 
90th  Congress,  H.  R.  16913 
August  8,  1968 


an  act 


82  STAT,  639 


Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1069,  and  for  other  puriMwes. 

Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatioes  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled^  That  the  following  Department  of 
sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other-  Agriculture 
wise  appropriated,  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  related  Related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other 
purposes ;  namely :  ^ggg^  °  * 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 
Agriccltukal  Research  Service 


salaries  and  expenses 


i  For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research  relating  to 
production,  utilization,  marketing,  nutrition  and  consumer  use,  to  con- 
'  trol  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases,  and  to  perform 
related  inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory  work:  Provided,  That 
appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (  7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for  58  Stat.  742, 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  further,  That  appropria-  80  stat,  416. 
tions  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  three  for  replacement 
only:  Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  pursuant  to  7  U.S.C.  2225,  for  the  construction,  alteration,  and 
repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided, 
the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building  (except  headhouses  connect - 
’ng  greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $25,000,  except  for  six  buildings  to 
be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $55,000  each,  and 
the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not 
e'-  ^d  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever 
V  Jbater :  Provided  further,  That  the  limitations  on  alterations  con- 
,  tamed  in  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of  $100,000  for  facilities  at 
\  Beltsville,  Maryland : 

I  Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  production  and 
!  utilization  of  agricultural  products;  agricultural  marketing  and  dis¬ 
tribution,  not  otherwise  provided  for;  home  economics  or  nutrition 
and  consumer  use  of  agricultural  and  associated  products;  and  re- 
I  lated  research  and  services;  and  for  acquisition  of  land  by  donation, 

I  exchange,  or  purchase  at  a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100;  $129,118,- 
1  300,  and  in  addition  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000  from  funds  available 
under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  pursuant  to  Public  49  stat.  774, 

;  Law  88-250  shall  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appropria-  7  use  6l2o, 
i  Uion:  Provided.  That  the  limitations  contained  herein  shall  not  apply  '' 

I  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24, 

I  1948  (21  U.S.C.  113a)  :  Provided  further,  That  none  of  the  funds  62  stat.  198, 
appropriated  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  formulate  a  budget  estimate 
for  fiscal  1970  of  more  than  $15,000,000  for  research  to  be  financed 
by  transfer  from  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of 
August  24, 1935,  and  pursuant  to  Public  Law  88-25 ;  77  stat,  20, 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  operations  and 
measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests 


98-377  (325)  0-68 


82  STA-T,  64« 


61  Stat,  7} 

80  Stat,  330. 
31  use  665, 


80  Stat,  1529, 


72  Stat.  871. 


58  Stat,  742} 
80  Stat,  416, 


Pub.  Law  90-463  -  2  -  August  8,  1968 


and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for  carrying  out  assigned  inspec¬ 
tion,  quarantine,  and  regulatory  activities,  as  authorized  by  law, 
including  expenses  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as 
amended  (21  U.S.C.  114b-c),  $86,639,500,  of  which  $1,500,000  shall 
be  apportioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Stat¬ 
utes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant 
diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency  conditions:  l^ro- 
vided^  That  no  funds  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  administer  a 
brucellosis  eradication  program  for  the  current  fiscal  year  that  does 
not  require  minimum  matching  by  any  State  of  at  least  40  per  centum : 
Provided  further^  That  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire  land 
for  plant  quarantine  control  activities  presently  located  at  Presidio, 
Texas:  Provided  further,  That,  in  addition,  in  emergencies  which 
threaten  the  livestock  or  poultry  industries  of  the  country,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  transfer  from  other  appropriations  or  funds  available  to 
the  agencies  or  corporations  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he  may 
deem  necessary,  to  be  available  only  in  such  emergencies  for  the  arrest 
and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest,  contagious ' 
pleuropneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious  diseases  of  animals, 
or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in  poultry,  and 
expenses  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  ameno^vx, 
and  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in 
the  next  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred 
amounts ; 

Special  fund :  To  provide  for  additional  labor,  subprofessional  and 
junior  scientific  help  to  be  employed  under  contracts  and  cooiierative 
agreements  to  stren^hen  the  work  at  research  installations  in  the  field,  [ 
not  more  than  $2,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this  , 
head  for  the  previous  fiscal  year  may  be  used  by  the  Administrator  of  ' 
the  Agricultural  Research  Service  in  departmental  research  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  amount  so  used  to  be  transferred 
to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation  otherwise  available  under 
“Salaries  and  expenses.  Research”. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY  PROGRAM) 

For  payments,  in  foreign  currencies  owed  to  or  owned  by  the  i 
Fnited  States  for  market  development  research  authorized  by  section 
104(b)  (1)  and  for  agricultural  and  forestry  research  and  other  func¬ 
tions  related  thereto  authorized  by  section  104(b)  (3)  of  the  Agricul-  ; 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  ' 
(7  U.S.C.  1704(b)(1),  (3)),  to  remain  available  until  expem' 
$4,500,000;  and  in  addition,  the  .Tune  30,  1968  unexpended  balai.,^ 
of  funds  appropriated  to  the  President  in  the  Supplemental  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  1959  (Public  Law  85-766,  approved  August  27,  1958)  , 
under  the  heading  “Translation  of  publications  and  scientific  cooper¬ 
ation”  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation :  Provided,  That  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available,  in  ad(iition  to  other  appropriations 
for  these  purposes,  for  payments  in  the  foregoing  currencies:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  funds  appropriated  herein  shall  be  used  for  pay-  ' 
ments  in  such  foreign  currencies  as  the  Department  determines  are  ' 
needed  and  can  be  used  most  effectively  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  paragraph :  Provided  further.  That  not  to  exceed  $25,000  of  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  for  payments  in  foreign  currencies 
for  expenses  of  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  as  amended  by 
5  U.S.C.  3109. 


-  3  - 


August  8,  1968 


Pub.  Law  90-463 

82  STAT.  641 


C00PER.VTIVE  State  Reseakch  Service 


I  PAYlffENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

i  For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for  grants  for 
cooperative  forestry  and  other  research,  for  facilities,  and  for  other 
expenses,  including  $52,945,000  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of 
the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2,  1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act  ap¬ 
proved  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C.  361a-361i),  including  administra¬ 
tion  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture;  $3,485,000  for 
<rrants  for  cooperative  forestry  research  under  the  Act  approved  Octo¬ 
ber  10, 1962  (16  U.S.C.  582a— 582a-7) ;  $2,000,000  in  addition  to  funds 
otherwise  available  for  contracts  and  grants  for  scientific  research 
under  the  Act  of  August  4,  1965  (7  U.S.C.  450i)  of  which  $1,000,000 
shall  be  for  the  special  cotton  research  program  and  $400,000  for  soy- 
ibean  research;  $310,000  for  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  experi¬ 
ment  stations  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amemled; 
and  $365,000,  for  necessary  expenses  of  the  Cooperative  State 
Research  Service,  including  administration  cf  payments  to  State  agri- 
<  \ral  experiment  stations,  funds  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
st.ohd  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109; 
in  all,  $59,105,000. 

Extension  Service 


69  Stat»  671» 


76  Stat.  806, 
79  Stat.  431, 

69  Stat,  673, 
7  use  361f, 


58  Stat,  742, 
80  Stat,  416, 


COOPERjVTIVE  extension  work,  payments  and  expenses 


Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  payments  for  coopera¬ 
tive  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith-Lever  Act,  as 
‘  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26, 1953,  the  Act  of  August  11, 1955,  and 
.  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (7  U.S.C.  341-349) ,  to  be  distributed  under 
sections  3(b)  and  3(c)  of  tlie  Act,  $80,082,500;  and  payments  ancl 
contracts  for  such  work  under  section  204(b)— 205  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (  7  U.S.C.  1623-1624),  $1,450,000;  in  all, 
$81,532,500:  Provided^  That  funds  hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to 
section  3(c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State 
or  Puerto  Rico  prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Federal 
sources  for  expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  and  Employees’  Compensation  costs  for  extension 
ao-ents:  For  cost  of  employer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  and  for 
reimbursement  for  benefits  paid  from  the  Employees’  Compensation 
^  ^  for  cooperative  extension  employees,  $9,318,500. 

'  ^lalty  mail :  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative  extension 
agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,299,000.  c-  •  1  t 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the  Smith-Lever 
Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  the  Act  of  August  11, 
1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (7  U.S.C.  341-349),  aiid  exten¬ 
sion  aspects  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1621-1627),  and  to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  lor 
the  extension  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States  and 
insular  possessions,  $2,838,000. 


67  Stat,  83} 

69  Stat,  683} 
76  Stat,  745, 

60  Stat.  1089, 

67  Stat,  84} 

76  Stat,  745, 
7  use  343, 


Farmer  Coopeiu\tive  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 1926  (7  U.S.C. 
451-457),  and  for  conducting  research  relating  to  the  economic  and 
marketing  aspects  of  farmer  cooperatives,  as  authorized  by  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-162(),  $1,341,000. 


44  stat.  802, 
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Pub.  Law  90-463 

62  STAT.  642 


49  Stat,  163, 


58  Stat,  742, 
80  Stat,  416, 


68  Stat,  666, 


58  Stat,  742, 
80  Stat,  416, 


68  Stat,  668, 


Soil  Conservation  Service 


CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 


For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f),  including  preparation  of  con¬ 
servation  plans  and  establishment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and 
water  (including  farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special 
measures  as  may  lie  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of 
reservoirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification  and 
mapping  of  soil;  dissemination  of  information;  purchase  and  erection 
or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings;  and  operation  and  maintenance 
of  aircraft,  $114,893,000:  Provided^  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent 
building  purchased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of 
constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and  connecting  the 
same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the  exception  of  buildings 
acquired  in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased  for  other  purposes, 
shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  except  for  one  Imilding  to  be  constructed  at  a 
cost  not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  eight  buildings  to  be  constructed  or 
improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building  and  except  t-^''t 
alterations  or  improvements  to  other  existing  permanent  build(^ 
costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amoiint 
not  to  exceed  $500  per  building:  Provided  further^  That  no  part  of 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  any  such 
building  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government :  Provided  f  urther. 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and  water 
conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C. 
590a-590f)  in  demonstration  projects:  Provided  further^  That  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109 :  Provided  further.  That  qualified  local  engineers 
may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to  perform  the  tech¬ 
nical  planning  work  of  the  service. 

WATERSHED  PLANNINO 

For  necessary  expenses  for  small  watershed  investigations  and  plan¬ 
ning,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Pip- 
vention  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1008),  to  remain  available 
until  expended,  $6,165,000,  with  which  sliall  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  head :  Provided, 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  ^ 
suant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Av  C 
of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available 
for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 
River  Basiii  Surveys  and  Investigations 

For  necessary  expenses  to  conduct  research,  investigations  and  sur¬ 
veys  of  the  watersheds  of  rivers  and  other  waterways,  in  accordance 
with  section  6  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act, 
approved  August  4,  1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1006),  to  remain 
available  until  expended;  $8,780,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the 
unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  for  river  basin  survey  purposes :  Provided.^  That  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  for  field  emplovment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225), 
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and  not  to  exceed  $60,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5 

U.S.C.  3109.  80  Stat.  416. 


Works  of  Improvement 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  preventive  measures,  includ¬ 
ing,  but  not  limited  to  research,  engineering  operations,  methods  of 
cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use  of  land,  in 
accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act, 
a|)proved  August  4,  1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1005,  1007- 
1008),  and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590  68  stat.  666, 
a-f),  to  remain  available  until  expended;  $57,220,000  with  which  49  stat,  163, 
shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  ap¬ 
propriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed  protection 
jturposes:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for 
field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $100,-  58  stat.  742, 
000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109 :  Provided 
fvirther.  That  $3,000,000  of  the  funds  in  the  direct  loan  account  of 
r  Tanners  Home  Administration  shall  be  available  until  expended 
fo.  xoans. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  necessary  expenses,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood  Control  Act, 
approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709,  16  U.S.C.  1006a),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  49  Stat.  1570; 
laws  relating  to  the  activities  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  TO  Stat.  1090. 
of  improvement,  including  funds  for  field  employment  pureuant  to 
the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
IT.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment  under  5 
U.S.C.  3109,  to  remain  available  until  expended;  $20,000,000,  with 
which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore 
appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  prevention 
purposes :  Provided,  That  $400,000  of  funds  in  the  direct  loan  account 
of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  shall  be  available  until  expended 
for  loans. 

ORE.\T  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROCiRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of  conservation 
in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section  16(b)  of  the  Soil  (''on- 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of 
V*  "  yst  7, 1956  (16  U.S.C.  590p) ,  $16,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  70  Stat.  1115, 
e.  Jided. 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and  carrying  out  projects  for 
resource  conservation  and  development,  and  for  sound  land  use,  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32(e)  of  title  III  of  the  Dankhead- 
.Tones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011:  76  Stat.  607), 
and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  ILS.C.  590a-f), 

$6,256,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided,  That 
$1,500,000  of  the  funds  available  in  the  direct  loan  account  of  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  shall  be  available  for  loans  under  sub¬ 
title  A  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided 
further.  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 
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Economic  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Economic  Research  Service  inc 
conducting  economic  research  and  service  relating  to  agricultural' 
production,  marketing,  and  distribution,  as  authorized  by  the  Agri-! 
cultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and  other  laws, 
including  economics  of  marketing;  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices, 
income  and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  use  of  resources 
in  agriculture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  farming,  and 
farm  finance ;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for  farm  prod¬ 
ucts  in  foreign  countries  and  their  effect  on  prospects  for  United  States 
exports,  progress  in  economic  development  and  its  relation  to  sales  of 
farm  products,  assembly  and  analys's  of  agricultural  trade  statistics 
and  analysis  of  international  financial  and  monetary  programs  and: 
policies  as  they  affect  the  competitive  position  of  United  States  farinj 
products ;  $12,789,000 ;  Provided^  That  not  less  than  $350,000  of  the  j 
funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  continne.tol 
gather  statistics  and  conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread 
tween  the  farmer  and  consumer :  Provided  further,  That  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225), j 
and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5; 
U.S.C.  3109 :  Provided  further.  That  not  less  than  $145,000  of  the  funds  : 
contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  analysis  of 
statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  com-  S 
plete  information  on  methods  used  by  ©ther  countries  to  move  farm 
commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 

Statistical  Reporting  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Reporting  Service  in  con¬ 
ducting  statistical  reporting  and  service  work,  including  crop  and 
livestock  estimates,  statistical  coordination  and  imjirovements,  and 
marketing  surveys,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act 
of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  $14,326,000:  Provided, 
That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for  | 
any  expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of  apple  production  for  ^ 
other  than  the  commercial  crop:  Provided  further.  That  this  apv 
priation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  se^_  j. ' 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  i 
and  not  to  exceed  $40,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5 
U.S.C.  3109. 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

CONSUMER  PROTECTIVE,  MARKETING.  AND  REGULATORY  PROGRAMS 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  services  related  to  consumer  | 
protection,  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution,  and  regulatory 
programs,  other  than  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  as  authorized  by 
law,  and  for  administration  and  coordination  of  payments  to  States; 
including  field  employment  pursuant  to  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (  7  U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  in  carrying  out  section  201(a)  to  201(d),  inclu-  I 
sive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.C.  | 
1291)  and  section  203(j)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946; 
$116,264,500,  of  which  $13,440,250  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  | 
released  only  after  the  inspection  activities  of  this  service  have  been 
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fully  coordinated  and  placed  on  an  efficient  and  econoniical  operating 

basis:  Provided^  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  pursuant 

to  law  (7  U.S.C.  2225)  for  the  alteration  and  repair  of  buildings  and  58  Stat.  742, 

improvements,  but,  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  altering  any 

one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per 

centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater. 


PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 


For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and  depart¬ 
ments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing  activities  under 
section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (<  U.b.C. 

^  1623(b)),  $1,750,000. 

[  SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Special  Milk  Pribram,  as 
authorized  by  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  (42  U.S.C.  17^2), 
$104,000,000,  to  be  transferred  from  funds  available  under  section  32 
o*  "■'j  Act  of  August 24, 1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c) . 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1751-1760)  and  tlm  appli¬ 
cable  provisions  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  (42  U.S.C.  1(73- 
1785),  $178,474,000,  including  $10,000,000  for  special  assistance  to 
needy  schools,  $3,500,000  for  the  pilot  school  breakfast  program, 
$750,000  for  the  nonfood  assistance  program:  Provided,  That  no  part 
of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under 
section  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended :  Provided 
'  further,  That  $64,325,000  shall  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation 
from  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935 
(7  U.S.C.  612c),  for  purchase  and  distribution  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  other  foods  pursuant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School 
*  Lunch  Act. 

FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 


60  Stat,  1089, 


80  Stat,  885, 
49  Stat,  774, 


60  Stat,  230; 
76  Stat,  944, 
80  Stat,  886, 


60  Stat.  231, 
42  use  1754, 

49  Stat.  774, 

42  use  1755. 


For  necessary  expenses  of  the  food  stamp  program  pursuant  to  the 
.Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  as  amended,  $225,000,000,  of  which  $25,000,- 
000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  used  only  to  the  extent  required 
d’-Ung  the  current  fiscal  year  after  various  corrections  are  made  in 
t  handling  of  the  program :  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000 
01  tliis  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the  payment  of  obliga¬ 
tions  incurred  under  the  appropriation  for  similar  purposes  tor  the 
preceding  fiscal  year. 


78  Stat,  703; 
81  Stat,  228, 
7  use  2011 
note. 


REMOVAL  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 


(SECTION  32) 


Funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7 
U.S.C.  612c)  shall  be  used  only  for  commodity  program  expenses  as 
authorized  therein,  and  other  related  operating  expenses,  except  tor 
(1)  transfers  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  authorized  by  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8, 1956 ;  (2)  transfers  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  Act;  (3)  not  more  than  $2,950,000  for  formulation  and 
administration  of  marketing  agreements  and  orders  pursuant  to  the 
Aericultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1961 ;  and  (4)  not  more  than  $45,000,000  (includ¬ 
ing  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  for  State  administrative  expenses)  tor  (a) 
child  feeding  programs  and  nutritional  programs  authorized  by  law  in 


70  Stat,  1119, 
16  use  742a 
note, 

50  Stat,  246, 
7  use  674 
note, 

75  stat.  294, 
7  use  1911 
note. 


62  STAT, 

42  use  1751 
note  t  1771 
note. 


68  Stat,  908. 


70  Stat,  1034, 


49  Stat,  774. 


42  Stat,  998} 
49  Stat,  1491. 


52  Stat,  38, 

61  Stat,  922} 
79  Stat,  1271. 
49  Stat,  1148, 
70  Stat.  191} 
73  Stat,  552} 
79  Stat,  1206. 
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the  School  Lunch  Act  and  the  Child  Nutrition  Act,  as  amended ;  and 
(b)  additional  direct  distribution  or  other  programs,  without  regard 
to  whether  such  area  is  under  the  food  stamp  program  or  a  system  of 
direct  distribution,  to  provide,  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  their  place 
of  permanent  residence,  either  directly  or  through  a  State  or  local 
welfare  agency,  an  adequate  diet  to  other  needy  children  and  low- 
income  persons  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  be  suf¬ 
fering,  through  no  fault  of  their  own,  from  general  and  continued 
liunger  resulting  from  insufficient  food:  Provided^  Tliat  in  making 
such  determinations,  the  Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration  the 
age;  income;  location  and  income  of  parents,  if  a  minor;  and 
employability. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service, 
including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954  (7 
U.S.C.  1761-1768),  market  development  activities  abroad,  and,--'’-^ 
enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  oi  s 
Department  in  connection  wdth  foreign  agricultural  work,  including 
not  to  exceed  $35,000  for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses' 
pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  . U.S.C. 
1766)  ,  $21,541,300 :  Provided^  That  not  less  than  $255,000  of  the  funds 
contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics 
and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  inform¬ 
ation  on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities 
in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis:  Provided  further^  That,  in 
addition,  not  to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  sec¬ 
tion  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  612c), 
shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation  and  shall  be  available  for 
all  expenses  of  the  F oreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 


salaries  AND  EXPENSES 


For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1-I7a),  $1,530,000. 


Agricultuilvl  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 


EXPENSES, 


agricultural  stabiijzation  and  conservation  servt 


For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agricultural  Stabili¬ 
zation  and  Conservation  Service,  including  expenses  to  formulate  and 
carry  out  programs  authorized  by  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393) ;  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161)  ;  sections  7  to  15, 16(a),  16(d), 
16(e),  16(f),  16(i),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590q)  ;  subtitles  B  and  C 
of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and  1816) ; 
and  laws  pertaining  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  $141, 031,- 
400:  Provided^  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $62,764,100  may  be 
transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation  from  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  fund  (including  not  to  exceed  $27,205,000 
under  the  limitation  on  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  administrative 
expenses)  :  Provided  further.  That  other  funds  made  available  to  the 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  for  authorized 
activities  may  be  advanced  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation: 
Provided  That  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  or  made 

available  under  this  Act  shall  be  used  (1)  to  influence  the  vote  in  any 
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referendum;  (2)  to  influence  agricultural  legislation,  except  as  per¬ 
mitted  in  18  U.S.C.  11)13 ;  or  (3)  for  salaries  or  other  expenses  of  mem-  62  Stat,  792, 
bers  of  county  and  community  committees  established  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended,  for  engaging  in  any  activities  other  than  advisory  and  super¬ 
visory  duties  and  delegated  program  functions  prescribed  in  adminis¬ 
trative  regulations. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161),  $82,000,000,  to  I’emain  avail¬ 
able  until  June  30  of  the  next  succeeding  ffscal  year. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program  authorized 
in  sections  7  to  15, 16(a),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  approved  February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  XLS.C. 

590g-590(o),  590p(a),  and  590q),  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for 
fi  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays  at 
..rtate,  intei-state,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United  States, 

$190,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31  of  the  next  suc¬ 
ceeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the  programs  of  soil-building 
and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices  authorized  under  this  head  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Kelated  Agencies  Appropriation 
Acts,  1967  and  1968,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1966,  to  80  Stat,  696} 
December  31, 1968,  inclusive :  Provided^  That  none  of  the  funds  herein  81  stat.  328. 
appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  re¬ 
gional  information  employees  or  any  State  information  employees,  but 
this  shall  not  preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  in¬ 
formation  at  the  county  level  to  individual  farmers :  Provided  further, 

That  no  portion  of  the  funds  for  the  current  year's  program  may  be 
utilized  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  drainage  on 
wetlands  now  designated  as  Wetland  Types  3  (III),  4  (IV),  and 
5  (V)  in  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior,  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Circular  39,  Wetlands  of  the  ITnited  States,  1956:  Provided,  further, 

That  necessary  amounts  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses 
in  connection  with  the  formulation  and  administrtion  of  the  1969 
program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices, 
including  related  wildlife  conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of  Feb- 
• '-uary  29,  1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to  $195,500,000,  excluding 
^ministration,  except  that  no  participant  shall  receive  more  than 
•1)2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or 
ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve  or 
improve  the  agricultural  resources  of  the  community)  :  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  not  to  exceed  ,5  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  current 
year’s  agricultural  conservation  program  for  any  county  may,  on  the 
recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State 
committee,  be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Consen  ation  Service 
for  services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the 
agricultural  conservation  program  in  the  participating  counties,  and 
shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose 
other  than  technical  and  other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addi¬ 
tion,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of 
the  State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  available 
to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the  same  purpose 
and  under  the  same  conditions :  Provided  further.  That  for  the  current 
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year’s  program  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance  in 
formulating  and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation  practices: 
Provided  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material, 
or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricul¬ 
tural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Secetary  under  programs  provided  for  herein :  Provided 
further.  That  no  part  of  any  funds  available  to  the  Department,  or 
any  bureau,  office,  corporation,  or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of 
such  Department,  shall  be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  convicted 
of  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious  political 
activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as  amended,  or  who  has  been 
found  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18,  Ilnited  States 
Code,  section  1913,  to  have  violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section 
which  prohibits  the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of 
personal  services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  manner 
a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation  or  appi’opria- 
tion  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any  Member  or  through  tl^'i 
proper  official  channels, 

CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  cropland  adjustment 
program  as  authorized  by  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965  (7 
U.S.C.  1838),  $84,500,000. 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  reserve  program 
as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C. 
1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and  1816),  and  to  carry  out  liquidation  activi¬ 
ties  for  the  acreage  reserve  program,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $109,000,000,  with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  bank  programs: 
Provided,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  paid  on  any  contract 
which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to  the  division  of  lands  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  evading  limits  on  annual  payments  to  participants. 

EMERGENCY  CONSERVATION  MEASURES 

For  emergency  conservation  measures,  to  be  used  for  the  same  pu^ 
poses  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  funds  appropriated  undei— 
this  head  in  the  Third  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957,  to 
remain  avaliable  until  expended,  $5,000,000,  with  which  shall  be 
merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for 
emergency  conservation  measures. 

Rural  Community  Development  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  of  the  Rural 
Community  Development  Service  in  providing  leadership  and  related 
services  in  carrying  out  the  rural  areas  development  activities  of  the 
Department,  $463,000:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $3,000  shall  be 
available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 
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Office  of  the  Inspector  (teneral 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General, 
including  employment  pureuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 
$10,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $12,426,000. 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  for  administration  of  the  Packers  and 
Stockyards  Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  fie  d  employment  ^2  | tat.  159, 
pursuant  to  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U  S  C.  7  u 
2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  310J, 

$2,815,300.  ^  ^ 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  dues  for  the 

use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  held  service,  $4,611,000. 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for  the  dissemi¬ 
nation  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordination  of  informa¬ 
tional  work  and  programs  authorized  by  Congress  m  the  Department, 

$1  997,000,  of  which  total  appropriation  not  to  exceed  $587,000  may 
be’ used  for  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an  equal  propor¬ 
tion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  available  to  be  deliver^  to  or  sent 
out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the  Senators,  Kep^enta- 
tives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417),  34  stat.  690 
and  not  less  than  two  hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand  two  hundred 
and  fifty  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Represent^ives 
of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Year- 
-  ''ook  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of  January 

'  1895  (44  U  S.C.  241)  ;  Provided,  That  in  the  preparation  of  motion  28  stat 
pictures  or  exhibits  by  the  Department,  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  19i4  (7  U.S.C.  22M),  and  not  to  ettceed  58  5t.t 
$10,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

National  Agricultural  Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultui*al  Library, 

$3,292,750 :  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  tor 
employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  70b (a)  o 
the  Organic  let  of  1944  (  7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $35,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3100. 
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Ofiice  of  Management  Services 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  enable  the  Office  of  Management  Services 
to  provide  management  support  services  to  selected  agencies  and 
offices  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  $2,841,600. 

General  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
and  for  general  administration  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
repairs  and  alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  ex¬ 
penses  not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical  and 
efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  not  to  exceed 
$5,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $4,614,000:  Provided^ 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from  applicable  appr^, 
priations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the  holding  of  hearings  (  k 
required  by  5  U.S.C.  551-558:  Provided  further.  That  not  to  exceet*-^ 
$2,500  of  this  amount  shall  be  available  for  official  reception  and 
representation  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary. 


TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 


Rural  Electrification  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act 
of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as  follows : 


LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 


For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  3(a)  of  said 
Act,  and  to  remain  available  without  fiscal  year  limitation  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  section  3(e)  of  said  Act,  as  follows:  rural  electrification 
program,  $329,000,000,  and  rural  telephone  program,  $120,000,000. 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed  $500  for  finan¬ 
cial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $150,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109, 
$12,805,000. 


Farmers  Home  Administration 


DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and  advances 
under  section  335(a)  for  which  funds  are  not  otherwise  available,  of 
the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961  (7 
U.S.C.  1921),  as  amended,  may  be  made  from  funds  available  in  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  direct  loan  account  as  follows:  real 
estate  loans,  $83,000,000;  and  operating  loans,  $275,000,000. 
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RURAL  HOUSING  DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

For  direct  loans  and  related  advances  pursuant  to  section  518(d) 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1488),  $30,000,000  shall  be  79  stat.  500, 
available  from  funds  in  the  rural  housing  direct  loan  account.  Here¬ 
after,  farmer  applicants  for  direct  or  insured  rural  housing  loans  shall 
be  required  to  provide  only  such  collateral  security  as  is  required  of 
owners  of  nonfarm  tracts. 


RURAL  WATER  AND  WASTE  DISPOSAL  GRANTS 

For  grants  pursuant  to  sections  306(a)  (2)  and  306(a)  (6)  of  the 
Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  1926),  $28,000,000. 


RURAL  RENEWAL 


For  necessary  expenses,  including  administrative  expenses,  m 
carrying  out  rural  renewal  activities  under  section  32(e)  of  title  III 
'  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1010, 

xl(e) ),  $1,600,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended.  76  Stat.  607; 

^  ’  80  stat,  1478. 

RURAL  HOUSING  FOR  DOMESTIC  FARM  LABOR 


For  financial  assistance  to  public  nonprofit  organizations  for  housing 
for  domestic  farm  labor  pursuant  to  section  516  of  the  Housing  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1486),  $4,250,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


78  Stat,  797, 


For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  imt 
otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering  the  programs  authorized  by 
the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961  (7 
U  S  C.  1921-1990) ,  as  amended,  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1490),  and  the  Rural  Rehabilitation  Cor¬ 
poration  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.L. 
440-444),  $57,980,000,  together  with  not  more  than  $2,250,000  of  the 
charges  collected  in  connection  with  the  insurance  of  loans  as  author¬ 
ized  by  section  309(e)  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  section  514(b)  (3)  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended:  Provided^  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 
‘’-00,000  of  the  funds  available  for  the  various  programs  adminis- 
fed  by  this  agency  may  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation  for 
remporary  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225)  to  meet  unusual 
or  heavy  workload  increases :  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any 
funds  in  this  paragraph  may  be  used  to  administer  a  program  which 
makes  rural  housing  grants  pursuant  to  section  504  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 


75  Stat.  307, 

63  Stat,  432; 
79  Stat,  498, 

64  Stat,  98, 


75  Stat.  309, 
7  use  1929, 

75  Stat,  187, 
42  use  1484, 


58  Stat.  742. 


63  Stat.  434, 
42  use  1474, 


TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 


The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby  authorized  to 
make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of  funds  and  borrowing 
authority  available  to  each  such  corporation  or  agency  and  in  accord 
with  law.  and  to  make  such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard 
to  fiscal  year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Government 
Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary  in  carry-  61  Stat,  584, 
ing  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the  current  fiscal  year  31  use  849. 
for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as  hereinafter  provided : 
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Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  and  operating  expenses,  $11,243,500. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  FUND 

Not  to  exceed  $2,140,000  of  administrative  and  operating  expenses 
may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  RE.ALIZED  LOSSES 

To  partially  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  net 
realized  losses  sustained  but  not  previously  reimbursed,  pursuant  to 
the  Act  of  August  17,  1961  (15  U.S.C.  7l3a-ll,  7l3a-12),  $3,188,112,- 
500,  of  which  $350,467,000  is  for  liquidation  of  contract  authorization;.. 
Provided^  That  no  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be  used  ( 
formulate  or  administer  programs  for  the  sale  of  agricultural  con^ 
modities  pursuant  to  title  I  of  Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress,  as 
amended,  to  any  nation  which  sells  or  furnishes  or  which  permits  ships 
or  aircraft  under  its  registry  to  transport  to  North  Vietnam  any  equip¬ 
ment,  materials  or  commodities,  so  long  as  North  Vietnam  is  governed 
by  a  Communist  regime. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any  activity  or  any  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  by  law:  Provided.,  That  not  to  exceed  $31,500,000 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation: 
Provided  further,  That  $945,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter: 
Provided  further,  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  this  authoriza¬ 
tion  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section 
3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts 
and  at  such  times  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program  oper¬ 
ations:  Provided  further.  That  all  necessary  expenses  (including  legal. 
and  special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  but  n^ 
including  other  personal  services)  in  connection  with  the  acquisitio^ 
operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or 
per-sonal  property  belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has 
an  interest,  including  expenses  of  collectigns  of  pledged  collateral, 
shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 
hereof. 

PUBLIC  LAW  4  80 

For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1969,  not  otherwise  recoverable, 
and  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs,  including  interest  thereon,  under 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1701-1710,  1721-1725,  I731-1736d),  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  as  follows:  (1)  sale  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  foreign  currencies  and  for  dollars  on  credit  terms  pursu¬ 
ant  to  title  I  of  said  Act,  $100,000,000:  Provided,  That  any  unex¬ 
pended  balances  of  appropriations  heretofore  available  under  this 
heading  for  title  I  of  said  Act  may  be  merged  with  this  appropriation ; 
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and  (2)  commodities  disposed  of  and  other  costs  incurred  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  donations  abroad,  pursuant  to  title  II  of  said  Act, 

$200,000,000.  - 1 

TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES  ’ 

Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  $3,436,000  (from  assessments  collected  from  farm 
credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for 
administrative  expenses. 

TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law,  appropriations 
and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department  under  this  Act  shall  be 
available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition  to  those  specifically  provided 
for,  of  not  to  exceed  six  hundred  and  twenty-six  (626)  passenger 

tor  vehicles,  of  which  four  hundred  and  fifty-seven  (457)  shall 

for  replacement  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment  under  the  appropriation 
for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  503.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  shall 
be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor  as  authorized  by  law 
(5U.S.C.  5901-5902). 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be 
used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  Department 
who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on  behalf  of  the  Department  or  any 
division,  commission,  or  bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued, 
any  prediction,  oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage 
threatened  or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or  incident  to 
researcli  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable  domestic  product  is 
available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be 
expended  in  the  purchase  of  twine  manufactured  from  commodities 
or  materials  produced  outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropriations  of  the 
Department  for  research  and  service  work  authorized  by  the  Acts  of 

gust  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and  September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427, 
..^1-1629;  42  U.S.C.  1891-1893),  shall  be  available  for  contracting 
in  accordance  with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this  Act  shall 
remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the  current  fiscal  year  unless 
expressly  so  provided  herein. 

Sec.  508.  None  of  the  funds  in  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  finance 
interdepartmental  boards,  commissions,  councils,  committees,  or  sim¬ 
ilar  groups  under  sec.  214  of  the  Independent  Offices  Appropriation 
Act,  1946  (31  U.S.C.  691)  which  do  not  have  prior  and  specific  Con¬ 
gressional  approval  of  such  method  of  financial  support. 

Sec.  509.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  under  this  Act  shall  be 
used  to  p^  salaries  of  any  Federal  employee  who  is  convicted  in  any 
Federal,  State,  or  local  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  of  inciting, 
promoting,  or  carrying  on  a  riot,  or  any  group  activity  resulting  in 
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material  damage  to  property  or  injury  to  persons,  found  to  be  in  viola¬ 
tion  of  Federal,  State,  or  local  laws  designed  to  protect  persons  or 
property  in  the  community  concerned. 

Short  title.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agidculture  and  Re¬ 
lated  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1969”. 

Approved  August  8,  1968, 
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